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comparisons. (Author /HOD) 



us DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

( >Mn f nf Edu' ationa Reseairh and impfOvenipnt 

F [HirATlONAL RES<:;URC£S INFORMATION 



. CENTERiERfCi 




The Effects of 
Self-Instructions and 
Didactic Training on 
Fifth-graders' Detection of 
Errors in Prose Passages 

by Gloria E. Miller 



b _____ 

September 1982 

^ Wisconsin Center for Education Research 

V M ktstltuf for th0 study of dfvnfty in schocilng 

ERIC 2 



THE EFFECTS OF SELF- INSTRUCT IONS AND 
DIDACTIC TRAINING ON FIFTH-GRADERS ' 
DETECTION OF ERRORS IN PROSE PASSAGES 
by 

Gloria E. Miller 



Doctoral Dissertation from 
The Program on Student Diversity and School Processes 



Wiscop'^in Center for Education Research 
The University of Wisconsin 
Madison Wisconsin 

September 1982 



ERLC 



3 



This doctoral dissertation reports research supported by the Wisconsin Center 
for Education Research. Since it has been approved by a University Examining 
Committee, it has not been reviewed by the Center. It is published by the 
Center as a record of some of the Center's activities and as a service to the 
student. The bound original is in the University of Wisconsin Memorial Library. 

The project reported herein was performed pursuant to a grant from the National 
Institute of Education (Grant No. NIE-G-81-0009) . However, the opinions ex- 
pressed herein d> not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National 
Institute of Education, and no official endorsement by the National Institute of 
Education should be inferred. 




Wisconsin center for Education Research 

MISSION STATEMENT 



The mission of the Wisconsin Center for Education Research 
is to understand, and to help educators deal with, diversity 
among students* The Center pursues its mission by conducting 
and synthesizing research, developing strategies and materials, 
and disseminating knowledge bearing upon the education of 
individuals and diverse groups of students in elementary and 
secondary schools. Specifically, the Center investigates 

•diversity as a basic fact of human nature, through 
studies of learning and development 

• diversity as a central challenge for educational 
techniques, through studies of classroom processes 

• diversity as a key issue in relations between 
individuals and institutions, through studies of 
school processes 

• diversity as a fundamental question in American 
social thought, through studies of social policy 
related to education 

The Wisconsin Center for Education Research a noninstruc- 
tional department of the University of Wisconsin-Madison 
School of Education. The Center is supported primarily with 
funds from the National Institute of Education. 



O iii ^ 

ERLC 5 



Acloiowledgements 

As far as acknowledgements go, I had hoped to be able to express 
my gratiti.de towards the people who have sigrif icantly influenced 
my life hero at Wisconsin. But, I have found that the perfunctory 
provision of an acknowledgement cannot evf»n begin to tap my sincere 
appreciation. Thus, I have opted for brevity with hopes of finding 
additional means of expressing my feelings and admiration. 

First, a special thank you is extended tD Dr. Steven R. Ynssen 
for his inspirational and challenging advising and continued support. 
A thank you to Dr. Joel R. Levin for "getting-me-started" and for 
sharing his invaluable knowledge of educational research. A thank 
you to Dr. William Reynolds for his many words-of-wisdom, encourage- 
ment, and friendship. A thank you to Dr. Maribeth Get ting er for 
her eternal optimism and fot providing an exceptionally fine role- 
modal of a professional woman. A thank you to Dr. Richard R. Smith 
for his creative insights and generous contributions of time. My 
special gratitude is also extended to Louise Smalley, Karen Rembold, 
and Mary Moskoff who have provided such wonderful friendship. I 
also want to acknowledge and thank my mother whose encouragement 
and faith have always kept me g,jing. Finally, I thank my husband, 
Joseph, whose presence in my life has added more depth, joy, and 
love than I ever Imagined possible. 



Table of Contents 



Page 

Acknowledgements v 

List of Tablcis 

Abstract 

Chapter 1 Introduction 1 

Metacognltlon • • • 1 

Chapter 2 Review of Literature 8 

Metacognltlve Knowledge and Reading • • • o 9 

Comprehension Monitoring and Reading 10 

Developmental Differences In Comprehension 

Monitoring 15 

Summary of Developmental Differences In 

Comprehension Monitoring 30 

Ability Differences in Comprehension Monitoring .... 32 
Summary of Ability Differences In Comprehensxon 

Konltorlng A3 

Self-Instructional Approaches and Other 

Training Issues 46 

Chapter 3 Statement '^f the Problem 54 

Hypotheses 59 

Training Condition Hypotheses 60 

Ability Level Hypotheses 61 

Chapter 4 Methods 63 

Subjects . • . • 63 

Design < 65 

Pilot Study 1 - Adult Verification 74 

Pilot Study 2 - Fifth-Grade Verification 76 

Pilot Study 3 - Fourth-Grade Test of Opposltes .... 80 

Selection of the Final Error Passa<*es 83 

Pilot Study 4 - Training Procedures 86 

Procedure for Experimental Study 93 

vii 



ERIC 



2 



Table of Contents (continued) Page 

Chapter 5 Results 102 

Contrasts Within Reading Levels 108 

Contrasts Between Reading Levels 109 

Interaction Contrast 110 

Summary of Results Ill 

Supplementary Analyses 113 

Chapter 6 Discussion • • • • • 123 

Limitations 134 

Research and Educational Implications 141 

References 143 

Appendix A 

Error Stories, Filler Sto*.'ies, and Example Stories 

Used in Final Experiiaent 160 

Appendix B 



Multiple Choice Opposite Test Used in Pilot Study 3 . 187 
Appendix C 

Titles of Error Passages Used at the Pre, Immediate 



and Delay Test for Twelve Test Packets 195 

Appendix D 

Instructional Scripts for the Three Training 

Conditions 198 

Appendix E 

Posttest Interview ..... 208 



viii 



ERLC 



8 



List of Tables 



Tables ^'age 

1 Means and Standard Deviation on Vocabulary and 
Total Comprehension Performance for the Three 
Experimental Groups at Each Reading Compre- 
hension Level 66 

* 2 Word Counts, Sentence Counts, and Readability 

Levels of the Final Twelve Error Passages 

and Filler Passages 72 

3 Results of Pilot Studies on Original Thirty- 

Six Error Passages 77 

4 List of Stories Used in Final Experiment 85 

5 Means and Standard Deviations for the P*-* 

training, Posttraining, and Difference 
Scores for Each Instructional Condition 

in Pilot Study A . . . 92 

6 Outline of Procedure Used in Dissertation Study * . . . . 94 

7 Training Statements for Each Instructional 

Condition 99 

8 Means and Standard Deviations on the Total Pre- 

test, Immediate Test, and Delay Test Scores 
for Superior and Average Readers in E^ch 

Experimental Condition 104 

9 Means and Standard Deviations on Immediate- 

Pre and Delay-Pre Gain Scores for Superior 
and Average Readers in Each Experimental 

Condition 105 

10 Pariwise Comparisons Performed on Immediate-Pre 

and Delay-Pre Gain Scores Across Three Conditions 

and Two Reading Levels 107 

Ix 



ERLC 



List of Tables (continued) 



Page 



11 Number of Superior and Average Students 

Who Recalled Five or Six of the Self- 
Statements an^:! the Associated Per- 
centages by Condition 114 

12 Correlations Between Superior and 

/iverage Students' Immediate and 
Delay Comprehension Monitoring Per- 
formance and Recall of the Self- 
statements by Condition 115 

13 Niimber of Superior and Average Students 

Who Received a Score of One for Post- 
test Interview Question Number Six and 
the Associated Percentages by Condition 118 

14 Number of Antonym and Negation Errors 

Detected by the Superior and Average 

Students by Condition 119 

15 Number of Middle and End Errors Detected 

by the Superior and Average Students by 

Condition 121 

16 Number of Superxor and Average Students 

Who Obtained a Score of Three or Four 
on the Immediate and Delay Test and 
Associated Percentages by Each Instruc- 
tional Condition 130 



List of Figures 
A matrix of error massages * 73 



io 



ERIC 



THE EFFECTS OF SELF-INSTRUCTIONS AND 
DIDACTIC TRAINING ON FIFTH-GRADERS' 
DETECTION OF ERRORS IN PROSE PASSAGES 
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Under the supervision of Professor Steven R. Yussen 

This study was rlesigned to remediate fifth-grade readers 
limlt<>d use of comprehension monitoring processes during reading 
through a self-instructional approach. Thirty-nine average and 
superior comprehenders, identified on the basis of a standardized 
reading test, were tested on their ability to successfully detect 
inconsistencies contained in short essays, prior to, immediately 
after, and one week after serving in one of three instructional 
groups. The instructional groups were: a teacher directed didactic 
control group; a neutral self-instruction group; and a specific 
self-instruction group. Children in the didactic control groups 
received the same instructional content as children in the neutral 
self -instruction groups, but without active rehearsal. In addition 
to the acf've rehearsal components, the specific self-instruction 
groups received self-statements specifying an optimal task criterion. 
Within each abiHty level, planned contrasts were made among stu- 
dents* immediate and delayed performance gains across the three 
instructional groups. Immediately after training, the average 
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comprehenders displayed equivalent improvement across all groups 
while the superior comprehenders in the specific self -instruct ion 
group Improved significantly more in detecting errors than did the 
didactic control group. One week later, no improvement differences 
were noted between the groups for either ability level, Superior 
comprehenders displayed significantly greater improveir*ents than the 
average comprehenders only immediately after receiving the specific 
self-instruction. Although the superior comprehenders detected more 
text errors thin the average comprehenders, the patterns of improve- 
ment following instruction were similar in all remaining between 
ability comparisons. 



Major Professor 



xii 



12 



Chapter 1 
Introduction 

Metacognltlon 

Research on cognitive development has recently begun to examine 
the Importance of metacogni*'-'on« Flavell (1978) was one of the first 
to distinguish between studying a cognitive process on the one hand 
versus studying a person's awareness and control of these processes 
on the other. Metacognition broadly conceived relers to the knowl- 
edge we have of ou.. cognitive resources and the knowledge we have 
regarding the application of tnese rescirces during learning. An- 
other view of metacognition is 2 "sliared awareness about what you 
know about how you know" (Paris, 1978), 

The monitoring and regulation of ongoing cognitive endeavors 
have been posed as the basic function of metacognition (Brown, 1978, 
1980; Markman, 1981) and these mecacognitive components have been 
incorporated into most recent definitions of intellectual capacity 
(Borkowski, in press; Canpione & Prown, 1979; Sternberg, 1981), 
Metacognitive components of intelligence related to "an individual's 
understanding of how one's mird works, of what is easy to do and 
what is difficult, of how one would go about solving problems, 
(Ryan, Ledger, Short h Weed, 1982, p. 55). Examples of metacogni- 
tion in action include: a recognition that one type of information 
is more difficult to remember than another; knowing when information 

1 
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reviewing reading devilopment suggests that the spontaneous employ- 
ment of metacomprehension strategies may be a late developing skill 
(Brown, 1978, 1980). Moreover, employment of these skills may not 
be consistently evidenced with adult readers in all situations 
(Baker, 1979; Glenberg, Wilkinson, & Epstein, 1980). 

Tr.c most striking evidence of the role metacognition plays in 
reading comprehension comes from the "^ast research literature 
concerning unsuccessful readers who possess reasonably adequate 
decoding and vocabulary skills. The result of previous work 
involving less successful comprehenders has consistently provided 
evidence of ineffective and passive strategic behavior. Poor 
compvehenders often avoid strategic activities during reading, such 
as recognizing their failures to understand, integrating informa- 
tion across sentences, drawing inferences, attending to Important 
information and incorporating prior knowledge (Kaufman, 1981; Owings, 
Peterson, Br^nsford, Morris, & Stein, 1980; Pace, 1980; Paris & 
Lindhauer, in press; Ryan, 1931). The passivity displayed by less 
♦ successful comprehenders b^s recently been reinterpreted in terras 

of ineffective metacomprehension strategies, processes such as; 
prediction, planning, self-interrogat ion, self-testing, and moni- 
toring ongoing attempts to understand (Brown, 1980; Wong, 1982). 

Although many previous studies have elucidated various szvc^zezy 
performance differences between successful and less succcssfaj^ 
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readers, not much is understood aboft whether less successful 
students are capable of learning to employ effective strategies. 
In particular, few studies to date have examined training proce- 
dures designed to increase less successful readers' employment of 
metacomprehension strategies. Tha results of past training studies, 
however, have certainly supported the idea that less capable learn- 
ers can benefit from other strategy training such as visual imagery 
(Levin, 1973) and sentence elaboration (Bransford, Stein, Shelton, 
& Owings, 1980), Future research endeavors must attempt to invest!'- 
gate possible benefits associated with training metacognitive stra'- 
tegies. 

One reason that less successful readers remain relatively 
passive in the employment of metacomprehension strategies is that 
they seem to lack the awareness that reading requires personal 
involvement with the text (Ryan, 1981; Singer, 1978). Support for 
this idea comes from one study which found that students who re- 
ceived an instructional approach emphasizing personal involvement 
with the text also showed a corresponding increase in their meta- 
cognitive awareness during reading (Short, 1981), One means of 
promoting increased involvement and active strategy employment is 
through self-instructional training. The cognitive behavior modifi- 
cation (CBM) approach developed by Meichenbaum and Goodman (1971) 
for remediating Impulsive responding during perceptual motor tasks 
is a well-known application of selt-instructional training. 
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The self -instructional approach typically follows a pat,..rn in 
which the learner is taught a set of goal-directed self-statements. 
Practice with these self-statements proceeds systematically from an 
external modeling phase to a covert rehearsal phase. The goal is 
for the child to gain personal control over successful task perfor- 
mance. This training approach has not been employed frequently with 
academic tasks such as reading, but several studies have reported 
promising findings (Bommarito & Meichenbaum, 1978, cited in 
Meichenbaum & Asarnow, 1979; Day, 1980; Short & Ryan, in press). 
Others have pointed out that self-instructional training goes beyond 
didactic instruction by providing explicit guidelines in self -moni- 
toring skills (Brown, Campione, & Day, 1981) • 

From the viewpoint of an educational psychologist, it is im- 
portant to continue to investigate training designed to 1 irease 
useful comprehension monitoring strategies. Specifically, future 
research endeavors must be directed toward investigations of self- 
instructional training procedures with academic tasks, such as 
reading. The present study was designed to illuminate three basic 
issues regarding the use of self-instructional training during 
reading. One purpose cf this study was to investigate the potential 
of employing a self-instructional strategy to promote increased 
comprehension monitoring performances in young children during 
reading. 
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The second purpose of the study was to examine the benefits 
of two different levels of explicitness within a self-instructional 
format. Often training studies are designed to investigate one 
instructionpl manipulation rather than assessing different levels of 
training --xplicitness. Explicit instruction which supplies an 
appropriate standard to evaluate one's comprehension has resulted in 
Improved error detection performances in older elementary school 
aged children (Markman & Gorin, 1981). In this study the evaluation 
criterion to be employed was either specified or not specified within 
the self- instructional format in order to determine if the benefits 
of self -instructional training increased when the evaluation cri- 
terion was made explicit. 

The third purpose of this sii'dy was to asse'^s the effect of 
each type of training with students designated as superior or aver- 
age comprehenders. Two different reading levels were included to 
determine if self-instructional training was equally beneficial 
for both groups of children. Day (1980) has recently shown that 
more successful students derive greater benefits from training and 
may need less explicit strategy instruction than less successful 
students. Thus, the specificity of the training or the extent of 
the explicitness needed to bring about Imprctvements in comprehension 
monitoring may differ across groups of students with varying levels 
of reading ability. 
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The fourth purpose of the study was to examine the maintenance 
of the trained strategy. Although previous work has demonstrated 
that changes In less successful learners* strateg'^* utilization may 
be altered for short times, persistent long-term changes have not 
always been secured (Camplone & Brown, 1977), Whether or not the 
beneficial effects of Instruction go beyond the immediate training 
situation and training task Is not only ar. important theoretical 
Issue, but also a necessary requirement If educational recommenda- 
tions are the eventual goal. 

Thus, this study was designed to Investigate the facllltatlve 
effects of self-instructional strategies upon children's comprehen- 
sion monitoring performances during reading, to shed some light on 
the expllcltness of the Instruction needed to bring about improve- 
ment In different learners, and to examine the effectiveness of 
this training approach over time. 
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Chapter 2 
Review of the Literature 



Much of the past research concerning reading development has 
focused on the actual cognitive processes employed during reading. 
More recently, theorists have stressed the role of metacognition 
and have emphasized the importance of studying metacognitive 
aspects of reading (Baker G Brown, 1981; Baker & Brown, in press; 
Ryan, 1981; Yussen, Mathews, & Heibert, 1981). Metacognition as 
related to reading refers both to people's understanding of their 
knowledge about reading as veil as their knowledge about how to 
control ongoing reading processes. Baker and Brown (1981) and 
Yussen, Mathews, and Heibert (1982) h :ve further distinguished 
between these two aspects or clusters of knowledge; the former 
consisting of knowledge that is relatively static and removed 
from the ongoing reading activity and the latter consisting of 
knowledge that is more dynamic and integral to the ongoing com- 
prehension process. The focus of the present study is on the 
latter aspect which Includes an awareness of the self -regulatory 
mechanisms one can apply during reading. 

Research investigating the relationship between metacognition 
and reading can be classified as dealing with one or another of 
these aspects (Winograd & Johnson, 1980). As one means of 
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organizing this literature review, studies examining what people 
know about the task of reading will be briefly reviewed, followed 
by a more extensive review of studies examining the types of 
monitoring activities children engaga in as they proceed towards 
efficient readinf^ comprehension. 
Me tacognitive Knowledge and Reading 

Examples of research investigating more static metacognitive 
knowledge include interview studies that assess children's aware- 
ness of certain task, strategy, and person variables related to 
reading (Forrest & Waller, 1979; Meyers & Paris, 1978). These 
variables were first proposed by Flavell and Wellman (1977) as 
Important categories of metacognition that might help children 
to remember effectively. The literature related to both memory 
and reading development has shown that while adults and older 
children are often sensitive to these metacognitive variables, 
children younger than eight years of age are less sensitive. 

Investigators have also examined the relationship between a 
student's reading performance and metacognitive knowledge associ- 
ated with the act of reading. Ona interview study indicated that 
poor readers did not shara the saire perception of the purpose of 
reading (Canney & Winograd, 1979) as did good readers. Pace (1978) 
found a significant correlation between a student's comprehension 
score and responses to interview questions which indicated a 
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greater insight into the process of comprehension. In the same 
v*>in, other studies have looked at the relationship between read- 
ing ability and children's knowledge of important aspects of text 
(e.g.. Brown & Smiley, 1977; Otto, Barrett, ^ Koenke, 1969; Stein 
& Glenn, 1979) and children's views of what constitutes a word 
or sentence (Allan, 1979; Downing, 1971-1972; Downing & Oliver, 
1973-'1974; Hiebert, 1981), The results of past work indicate 
that there may be an Important relationRhip between a child's un- 
derstanding of the concepts, skills, and purposes of reading and 
reading performance. 
Comprehension Mouitorlng and Reading 

The focus of this "dissertation" review is on the dynam- 
ic component of metacognition-comprehension monitoring. This 
aspect of raetacognition involves the ability to use self -regula- 
tory mechanisms such as checking, planning, evaluating, and re- 
vising one's strategies for learning (Baker & Brown, in prass) . 
The use of these regulatory mechanisms is I'jiown as cognitive moni- 
toring (Flavell, 1981). When all cf the major cognitive activities 
are focused on the goal of successful comprehension, the term 
cognitive monitoring is more appropriately relabeled as comprehen- 
sion monitoring (Baker & Brown, in press). Comprehension monitoring 
during reading entails keeping track of the success with which one's 
comprehension is proceeding (e.g., monitoring) and taking remedial 
actions if comprehension progress is hinde*.ed (e.g., regulating) 

0 

(Baker, 1979). 
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Ongoing monitoring attempts are comprised of the sensations 
and cognitions people experience while pursuing the goal of compre- 
hension and include a person's recognition of comprehension fail- 
ures. Evidence of comprehension monitoring has been sought through 
assessments of a person's reaction to a deliberate disruption 
placed In a message. Typically people are asked to read or listen 
to texts containing confusing elements or embedded errors. Various 
methodologies are then used to examine the effects of such con- 
fusions on the learner's subsequent ability to report problems 
and on processing behaviors evidenced during reading. 

One methodology employed in past research assesses a person's 
awareness of an embedded error through a jtructured interview in 
which the person's score became the number of probes it took to 
notice the error. Evidence of successful conprehension monitoring 
would be reflected in a low score (Markman, 1977, 1979; Winograd & 
Johnson, 1980). In other studies people were asked to rate a pas- 
sage's sensibility ot rate the certainty with which they answered 
r comprehension question (Forrest & Waller, 1979). Problems associ- 
ated with uhese error awareness procedures are based on the subjec- 
tive nature and statistical drawbacks of the measures (Winograd 6i 
Johnson, 1980). 

'"her investigations have employed objective detection indices 
where a person may be asked to identify the placement of the error. 



ERIC 



2c 



12 



briefly explain the error found, or respond to questions that are 
unanswerable due to the confusing iiiformation (Baker, 1979; Baker 
& Anderson, 1982; For'-est-Pressley, 1982; Kaufman, 1981; Markman & 
Gorin, 1981). Problems associated with the detection technique in- 
clude: a lack of correspondence between what people say and d:^ in 
particular situations, limited knowledge of actual ongoing processes 
during reading, and, if extensive explanations are required, an 
overreliance on a person's verbal abilities. (Baker, 1982a). 

Evidence of spontaneous monitoring during comprehension has 
also been sought in the absence of verbal reports through observa- 
tions of nonverbal behaviors that might signify confusion or 
puzzlement (Flavell, Speer, Greeti, & August, 1980) or by assess- 
ments of processing behaviors such as visual scanning and reading 
times (Baker & Anderson^ 1982; Harris, Kruithof, Terwogt, & 
Visser, 1981). The on-line or nonverbal measures can be criti- 
cized, however, because they may be too removed from actual com- 
prehension processes ^Baker & Brown, in press). That is, changes 
in physical responses (i.e., longer reading times) may not directly 
reflect corresponding changes in metacomprehension or comprehension 
processes. 

Another aspect of comprehension monitoring is the ability to 
take remedial actions to ensure appropriate comprehension. Regula- 
tory strategies include conscious and unconscous attempts to suc- 
cessfully remediate instances of misunderstanding or improve certain 
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pspects of comprehension. Evidence of these strategies has been 
fou^ht through behavioral indices of self-regulation or planful 
activities. 

One methodology used to investigate young children's ability to 
regulate tneir listening skills is referred to as the referential 
communication paradigm. Direct evidence of a child's regulatory 
strategies during some communicative encounter is obtained. Typical- 
ly a speaker is asked to transmit some specific informatior to a 
listener (e.g., usually a description of a referent object or pic- 
ture). The adequacy of the laessage is varied. In order to complete 
the tcsk or choose the appropriate target the listener must discrimi- 
nate between informative and uninf ormative messagas. A request for 
clarification is; taken as an indication of successful comprehension 
regulation (Cosgrove & Patterson, 1977; Donahue, Pearl, & Bryant, 
1980; Katsonis & Patterson, 1980; Patterson, Massad, & Cosgrove, 
1978; Patterson; O'Brien, Kister, Carter, & Katsonis, 1981). 

Successful regulation strategies have been investigated wxuh 
reading tasks as well. One technique involves an examination o^ a 
child's spontaneous correction of oial reading errors (Beebe, 1980; 
Isakson & Miller, 1976; Kavale & Schreiner, 1979; Miller & Isakson, 
1978; Weber, 1970). Another technique is to observe children's ten- 
dencies to relisten or reread material in order to correct compre- 
hension errors or clarify answers to comprehension questions 
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(Garner, 1980; Garner & Reis, 1981; Pace, 1978). Evidence of regula- 
tory strategies has also been investigated using a cloze technique 
to assess a readers' use of contextual information (DiVesta, Hayward, 
& Orlando, 1979), Other approaches have addressed readers' abilities 
to regulate their level of comprehension by assessing the time spent 
reading more difficult texts (Owings, Peterson, Bransford, Morris, 
& Stein, 1980), by assessing readers' ability to predict their readi- 
ness for a tt3t (Brown, Campione, & Barclay, 1979), and by assessing 
readers' ability to select suitable retrieval cues for studying 
texts (Brown, Smiley, & Lawton, 1978), 

In the remainder of this review, studies will be presented which 
reveal the development of comprehension monitoring. The focus will 
be on studies which consider means of Improving these skills in chil- 
dren. As one means of organizing the review, work emphasizing age 
or developmental differences in comprehensl :>n monitoring abilities 
will be reviewed first, followed by work emphasizing ability dif- 
ferences ir comprehension monitoring. The final section will review 
applications of self -instructional training and current issues sur- 
rounding instructional research. 

Throughout the review an effort was made to specify the student 
characteristics for each study. It should be noted, however, that 
the means of classifying subjects varies tremendously across studies. 
For example, in the developmental literature the adjective "yo^^g" 
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has been applied to students ranging in age from two- to twelve- 
years-old. The problem of subject heterogeneity is especially 
apparent across studies investigating ability differences in compre- 
hension monitoring, "Poor reader" classifications are derived in 
numerous ways, including; subjective teacher ratings, placements 
in classroom reading groups, intellectual assessments, achievement 
tests, and standardized reading tests. These divergent classifica- 
tion procedures are frequently compounded by arbitrary references 
to the student samples, making the susmiarization of findings across 
studies an unwieldy task. Thus, conclusions drawn from the litera- 
ture Investigating ability differences in comprehension monitoring 
must be made with caution and with the knowledge that a homogeneous 
population of "poor readers" does not exist. 
DevelojJmental Differences in Comprehension Monitoring 

Markman (1977) conducted one of the earliest studies investiga- 
ting children's ability to evaluate their understanding. Children 
in first through third grade listened to simple instructions on how 
to play a card gai«e or perform a magic trick. Each set of instruc- 
tions omitted information essential to performance of the task. The 
intent was to examine the point at which children asked clarifying 
questions thereby signaling their detection of the deficiencies in 
the instructions. Developmental differences were found in the chil- 
dren's employment of spontaneous monitoring. Ihird graders realized 
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the inadequacies of the instructions significantly sooner than the 
first graders. The younger children needed to repeat or enact the 
Instructions before they realized anything was wrong. Markman con- 
cluded that one reason the younger children did not notice their 
comprehension problems was that they failed to process the instruc- 
tions actively or spontaneously. 

In a similar vein, Cosgrove and Patterson (1977) examined young 
children's ability to regulate their understanding within a referen- 
tial communication paradigm. Nursery school, kindergarten, second- 
and fourth-grade children were presented iunbiguous messages regard- 
ing a referent to be selected. In experiment one, tne fourth- 
grade children made more spontaneous requests for further informa- 
tion than did any of the younger children. Children younger than 
ten-years-old frequently failed to question the speaker or seek addi- 
tional clarification. In a second experiment, a strategic instruc- 
tional set was presented. All children received instruction with 
an active "plan" which stressed how to make a comparison and request 
more information. The performance of all but the nursery school 
children significantly improved. The results were taken as evidence 



that the young children did not take steps to spontaneously regulate 
their listening comprehension, but that remediation of this strategy 
was possible. 

Patterson, Massad, and Cosgrove (1978) retested the effective- 
ness of "plan" training and assessed the component of ^raining which 
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accounted for the children's Improved performances. The type of 
plan training given to younger (mean age 7-6 years) and older (mean 
age 9-6 years) children was systematically varied. In the Compari- 
son Plan condition, children were specifically taught how to engage 
in comparison activities. This training guaranteed that a child 
would possess the actual process needed for recognizing ambiguity 
but did not promote any regulation strategy* On the other hand, 
children in the Action Plan condition were taught how and when to 
request additional clarification if messages were unclear. That is, 
children were given the regulatory strategy to use for the task. 

The results indicated a main effect for the Action Plan train- 
ing. Students at both age levels who were instructed with a regu- 
latory strategy were more likely to request clarification when 
encountering ambiguous messages* The beneficial effect of training 
was sustained over a two week delay period* These results suggest 
that successful training of monitoring and regulatory strategies 
during communication tasks is possible and in some cases may even 
be more beneficial than training with task-specific skills. 

One of the most extensive attempts to examine children's meta- 
cognitive abilities during communicative situations was a study by 
Flavell, Speer, Green, and August (1980)* Kindergarten and first- 
grade children were given ambiguous instructions for a building 
task. A variety of observable measures were used to assess the 
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development of children's cognitive monitoring abilities including, 
verbal and nonverbal indices, unobtrusive observations, and direct 
post-task question answering. These researchers were intere'^*:cJ 
in a child's ability to detect message inadequacies (a monitoring 
process) but they were also interested in the child's ability to 
understand t,.> implication of the inadequacies they did detect (a 
regulatory process) • 

Briefly the results corroborated past findings suggesting that 
the ability to monitor and regulate one's comprehension develops 
with age. The older children (9-10 year-olds) spontaneously de- 
tected more errors than younger children (4-6 year-olds) and under- 
stood the meaning and Implications of comprehension problems. That 
is, they were more likely to acknowledge that their comprehension 
difficulties would not be resolved without some purposeful regulatory 
action (e.g., asking questions). No attempt was made to train 
these skills in the younger students. 

Markman (1977) hypothesized that one reason for young children's 
poor monitoring and regulating perforaance on communication tasks 
was their relative lack of spontaneous cognitive processing. 
Patterson, O'Brien, Kister, Carter, and Katsonis (1981) sought sup- 
port for this hypothesis. These researchers reasoned that if a lack 
of spontaneous processing vas the cause of poor performances then 
children should display • improved comprehension monitoring perfor- 
mances when the processing demands associated with a task were 
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reduced. A procedure was devised which systematically varied the 
processing demands of two task dimensions: stimulus complexity and 
message relevancy. That is, the complexity of the stimulus used 
in the task varied in terms of the number of potential referents 
a child hfld to choose from and the speaker varied the amount of 
information contained in the message. After receiving the speaker *s 
cue, kindergarten, second-, and fourth-grade children were asked to 
judge whether they could make a confident choice among the referents. 
The child's judgment about whether there was enough information to 
identify the target referent was used as the primary dependent mea- 
sure. 

The results supported their hypothesis. A child's monitoring 
and regulating competence was significantly affected by the pro^ 
cessing characteristics of the task situation. When the task de- 
mands were high (e.g., ambiguous messages or complex referent arrays 
given) fourth-grade children always outperformed the second-grade 
and kindergarten children. However, when the task processing de- 
mands were lowered even th^* youngest children judged effectively, 
A second experiment replicated these results. These researchers con- 
cluded that young children did show considerable skill in monitoring 
and regulating their own comprehension when limited processing was 
required for task completion, which lent support to the idea that 
children's success at employing metacognitive skills was influenced 
by the amount of spontaneous cognitive processing they imposed. 
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Thus, it appears that both the age of the child and the complex- 
ity of the task affect the likelihood of spontaneous employment of 
metacognitive strategies within coiumunicative situations. On rela- 
tively simple communication tasks, rudimentary self-regulatory skills 
have been evidenced in children as young as two years old (Brown & 
DeLoache, 1978; DeLoache & Brown, 1979), but during more complex 
communication tasks, such as in understanding instructions, it ap- 
pears that young children often fail to display spontaneous monitor 
ing or regulation strategies. Older children (9 years of age and 
older) are more likely to employ and recognize the need for these 
strategies spontaneously. Younger children do demonstrate greater 
performances when the task demands are lowered, when they are forced 
to process information mentally, or when given training in how and 
when to apply regulatory strategies. A more extensive review of the 
referential communication literature can be found in Patterson and 
Kistner (1981). 

On tasks requiring more complex mental processing such as the 
comprehension of texts, application of monitoring and regulating 
strategies may not be evidenced until later in the school years. In 
addition, the type of training necessary to elicit these strategies 
may take on new dimensions. Evidence to support these ideas can be 
found in studies involving reading related tasks. 

Markman (1979) reasoned that monitoring one's comprehension of 
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text would be more difficult than monitoring one's understanding of 
oral instructions because the criteria for successful comprehension 
are less explicit in a reading task and because readers must select 
their own standards for evaluating their comprehension. She also 
questioned whether the processing requirements associated with the 
task would affect performances. Children in third-, fifth-, and 
sixth-grade listened to short text passages that contained inconsis- 
tent information. The inconsistent information was either explicit- 
ly or implicitly presented (i.e., required more complex inferential 
reasoning) . The children were asked a structured series of questions 
to assess their awareness of the two types of inconsistencies. The 
results demonstrated that students at all ages had great difficulty 
detecting contradictory informatioa when inferences were required 
to discover the error (e.g., 96% missed all or one of the impliclc 
problems), though children's performances improved in the explicit 
error condition (e.g., 40-50% of the students did not notice the 
inconsistencies). Efforts were made to rule out the possibility 
that this lack of metacognitive awareness was due to memory loss, 
an inability to draw appropriate logical inferences, or the reluc- 
tance to question the examiner. 

In experiment three, Markman tested the idea that the nature 
of the standard one chooses to monitor comprehension will affect 
subsequent performances. Some children were given an evaluation 
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standard to use durinp, comprehension. The children were warned to 
expect something tricky as part of the instructions preceding the 
task. A greater proportion of the children who received this in- 
structional set increased their subsequent error detection. This 
instructional manipulation, however, was of most benefit to the 
oldest (i.e., sixth-grade) students. Sixth graders were more likely 
to increase their monitoring performance when given an idea of the 
type of standard to use in evaluating their comprehension, this 
was true for detection of both the explicit and implicit errors. 

The younger students who received the Instructional set did 
change their monitoring strategies, but they appeared to be applying 
a different standard of evaluation. These students increased their 
tendency to question the truth of specific text information rather 
than comparing text information for its internal consistency. The 
propensity of young children to evaluate information with respect to 
what they already know has been evidenced in many other veibal compre- 
hension situations, as well (01 son, 1977} Osherson & Markman, 1975). 

Thus, it seems that a possible explanation for children's ten- 
dency to overlook inconsistencies may be that they do not spontaneous 
ly think to evaluate material for its logical consistency. While 
a brief and general explanation to expect something tricky was effec- 
tive in Improving older children's capacity to monitor for consis- 
tency, this was not the case for younger children who may need more 
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explicit instructionr. on how to apply this complex evaluation cri- 
terion. 

Pace (1978, 1980) found similar results by investigating young 
children's ability to employ regulatory strategies to enhance their 
under 8 trending of stories. In her first study (Pace, 1978), kinder- 
garten and second-grade children listened to a story about an uncom- 
mon situation (i.e., making lye soap) and then were asked various 
comprehension questions. The children received feedback on the 
accuracy of their answers and were then asked to think of ways to 
correct their errors. One simple means of assessing performance 
would be to relisten to the story. As was expected, the older chil- 
<?ien (age 7-8 years) were more likely to suggest a relistening stra- 
tegy and were better able to improve their comprehension after 
relistening. 

In a later study (Pace, 1980), children of the same ages were 
told that relistening could be used as a strategy to Improve their 
comprehension and correct their performance. In this experiment, 
the processing level of the comprehension questions was varied as 
well* That is, the questions either assessed knowledge of informa- 
tion obtained within a sentence or knowledge that could be obtained 
from an integration of information across sentences. Children's ten- 
dency to use a relistening strategy and children's ability to correct 
comprehension errors after relistening were observed. 
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As before, second graders suggested a reli&tening strategy most 
often. In addition, the second-grade children were always better at 
correcting their performance but only on the within sentence compre- 
hension questions. Neither second graaers nor kindergartners were 
very successful at correcting errors that required integration of 
information across sentences. Pace attributed these results to 
the inadequate spontaneous processing abilities of young children 
and the various processing levels of the comprehension task. 

It should be pointed out that when children were not expected 
to apply regulatory processes spontaneously (i.e., when they were 
told that relistening could be used as a strategy) even kinder- 
gartners corrected 38% of their errors as compared to a 48% correc- 
tion rate for second graders. Thus, the younge:^r children showed 
an Improvement in their performance when given general instructions 
about when and how to employ one type of regulatory strategy. But 
the general instructions were not enough to Improve the performances 
of either the kindergart en or second graders when the processing 
demands of the task were more advanced (i.e., errors placed across 
sentences rather than within sentences). Children may not typically 
employ an 'across-sentence' evaluation criterion to assess compre- 
hension and therefore uay need more explicit instructions on how 
to apply chis type of evaluation standard to assess comprehension. 
Baker (1982a) has recently sought further support for the 
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hypothesis that certain types of evaluation standards are more dif- 
ficult for young children to apply than others. Previously, Baker 
(1979) suggested that there are three major classes of evaluation 
criteria. One type of standard is to evaluate one's understanding 
of all the individual word meanings, A second type of standard is 
to evaluate the text for external consistency .e., evaluating for 
truthfulness — "Is this true?"; "Can this really happen?"). A third 
type of standard is to evaluate the text for internal consistency 
(i.e., evaluating for logical relationships or contradictions — 
"Does this make sense with the rest of the text?") . 

The purpose of the study was to explore the effectiveness with 
which children in grades one, three, and five applied each of the 
three evaluation criteria. Additionally, all children were given 
explicit instructions to find errors and were given minimal training 
(i.e., examples) with the three types of errors to find. Children 
either listened to or read nine 100-word passages containing the 
three types of mistakes. If a child missed a mistake, the passage 
was presented a second time. The experimenter identified the error 
for the child if it was nx^t reported after the reexposure. 

The results of the study replicated past developmental find- 
ings — older children vere better at evaluating their comprehension 
than younger children. The study also extended past work in two 
ways: 1) the inconsistency standard of evaluation was found to be 
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the most difficult to apply for all age levels tested, and 2) even 
children in first grade successfully monitored very simple narrative 
passages for nonsense words, prior knowledge conflicts, and to a 
lesser extent, explicit between sentence contradictions when in- 
structed to do so. Wimmer (1979) has similarly found that a majority 
of the four -year-old children and all of the six-year-old children 
in his study notified prior knowledge deviations in a very familiar 
script-like ctjry if they were warned that the deviations were there. 

Further support for the conclusion that young children's moni- 
toring abilities can be enhanced was obtained in a study by Markman 
and Gorin (1981). The purpose of the study was to determine whether 
children could learn to adjust their standards of evaluation through 
specific instructions about the type of problem to expect. The 
researchers manipulate*' students* expectations about what standard 
of evaluation to employ and the type of problem embedded in a text 
passage. Eight-year-old and ten-year-old children were trained 
(i.e., given brief examples) to look for falsehood errors — viola- 
tions of common prior knowledge, inconsistency errors — two contra- 
dictory sentences, or just to look for problems. All children 
listened to expository (i.e., workbook-like) passages containing 
falsehoods, inconsistencies, and no errors. In each case, the last 
sentences of the passage created the problem. 

A significant interaction of instruction with problem type 
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was expected as evidence that children did attempt to adjust their 
standard of evaluation. The results supported this hypothesis. 
Children who were given the standard of evaluation instructions were 
aware of more errors than children simply told to find problems in 
the passages. Additionally, children found more inconsistencies 
than falsehoods when trained to find^ inconsistencies while this 
pattern reversed when children were trained to find falsehoods. 
Developmental differences emerged only in the two specific evaluation 
criteria training conditions where older children (10-years-old) out- 
performed the younger children (8-years-old) • 

It was noted, however, that even with the orienting instructions 
indicating the standard of evaluation to use, the children wers by 
no means performing at ceiling. Apparently these evaluation criteria 
may be difficult for young children to apply with expository texts. 
This is not to say that these children are incapable of further im- 
proveaients. Rather, more extensive training may be needed before 
improvements are seen* 

The research discussed thus far has primarily revealed that the 
ability to monitor one's comprehension during reading is developing 
in young children. But one might ask do older competent readers 
always monitor their comprehension effectively? The results of 
some recent studies (Baker, 1979; Glenberg, Wilkinson, & Epstein, 
1980) have shown that there is room for improver ient in this skill 
even among college students. 
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Baker (1979) pursued this question by utilizing an error detec- 
tion paradigm during a reading task. College students were asked 
to rea^. expository passages that were disrupted in the middle para- 
graph by either a contradiction, ambiguity, or illogical connective. 
Students were not warned of the existence of these problems before 
reading (i.e., they were not given assistance in selecting an appro- 
priate standard for evaluating comprehension) • Students first an- 
swered discussion questions which focused on recall of the deficient 
sections of text. Then they were informed oi the errors and were 
asked to pinpoint them. Finally, they were asked if the errors 
had been noticed during reading. A surprising 62% of the confusions 
were not detected and students claimed to have noticed less that 25% 
of the confusions during reading. 

The older students* failures to report the disruptions may have 
been due to the employment of unsuitable standards of evaluation but 
other factors may also have contributed to their poor comprehension 
monitoring. That is, an investigation of the students' retrospective 
reports revealed that many students used "fix-up" strategies to re- 
sc 7e the apparent comprehension problems (i.e., made inferences to 
supplement the information, or gave alternative interpretations to 
the text). The results of a follow-up study lent further support, 
however, to the notion that even college student's can benefit when 
given assistance in setting the specific standards for evaluating 
their comprehension (Baker, Anderson, Standiford, & Radin, 1979 - 
reported in Baker & Brown, 1981). 
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The results of a study conducted by Glenberg, Wilkinson, and 
Epstein (1980) also revealed that an instructional set specifying 
the evaluation criteria to use during reading increased college 
students' ability to detect nonsense, contradictory, or incomplete 
Ideas in essays about unfamiliar topics. In addition, these experi- 
ments manipulated the comprehension level at which an error was 
embedded. In the first experiment, students were not warned of any 
errors; they were told only to read for comprehension, ^^^e studei.ts 
read difficult technical passages that contained 'between-paragraph' 
eriurs. That is, the error could only be detected if one contrasted 
the information in a third paragraph to thet of the two previous 
paragraphs. Over 50% of the students exhibited an "illusion of 
knowing" """d said they fully understood all of the information in 
the passage. 

In two subsequent experiments a more precise error detection 
methodol^'gy was used and two manipulations were introduced which 
led students to increase their detection of embedded errors. One 
manipulation was that the students were specifically told what typas 
of errors to look for. The second manipulation varied the compre- 
hension level at which th er^or was embedded. Errors were embedded 
so that one needed to refer between paragraphs or within the same 
paragraph to det«2Ct the problem. The proportion of students detec- 
ting both types of errors increased to almost 50% (Experiment 3). 
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When shorter passages were used (Experiment A) the students' ability 
to detect problems within paragraphs rose to almost 80%. This was 
not the case for the between paragraph error detection, however. 
Thus, it appears that older students can successfully monitor their 
comprehension when given explicit prompts regarding the type of 
error to expect and when the task demands are limited to detection 
of within paragraph errors. Detection of errors between paragraphs 
may require more extensive training to elicit becter performances. 
Summary of Developmental Differences in Comprehension Monitoring 

Past work has assessed children's and adults* ability to moni- 
tor and regulate comorehension processes during communication, lis- 
tening, and reading tasks. Active comprehension monitoring includes 
feelings of noncomprehension and detection of tailures to under- 
stand as well as active attempts t; resolve comprehension obstacles. 

The results of past work have consistently demonstrated age 
related increases in the application of these abilities in groups 
of normal learners. Younger children were not usually cognizant of 
the occasions when their compr*"ihension was faulty and often demon'- 
strated a limited awarenp^s of when and how to use general regula- 
tory strategies to Improve comprehension. One must be careful not 
to paint a picture of an elementary school child as a deficient 
comprehension monitor since the result, of past work emphasize 
the degree to which age, the nature of the task, and the 
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instructional situation affect children's ability to monitor and 
regulate their comprehension processes. Young students* abilities 
to detect comprehension failure and apply succet'sful regulatory 
strategies have been altered with training and task manipulations. 
Even adults displayed poor monitoring and regulating performances 
In certain situations and evidenced Improvement In the utilization 
of these strategies » 

Markman (1979, 1981) has hypothesized that there are two major 
factors which account for the likelihood that people will utilize 
comprehension monitoring strategies. She suggests that Inefficient 
cognitive processing and/or Inappropriate selections of evaluation 
criteria result in deficient comprehension monitoring performances. 

Training or task manipulations influencing the cognitive pro- 
cessing factor were especially effective in increasing metacomprehen- 
sion performances in young children. Young children were shown to 
benefit from general instructions to enhance their Integrative pro- 
cessing (Markman, 1977, 1979), from instructions on when and how to 
apply regulatory strategies (Cosgrove & Patterson, 1977; Patterson, 
Massad, & Cosgrove, 1978), and from manipulations that lowered the 
processing demands associated w?th the task (Patterson, O'Brien, 
Kister, Carter, & Katsonis, 1981). 

Young children have also increased their comprehension monitor- 
ing performances following instructions that provide a specific 
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standard to evaluate their comprehension, but older students and 
adults seemed to benefit more than younger stadents from this ap- 
proach especially when applied to expository texts or to narrative 
texts that contained errors involving more inferential processing 
(Baker & Brown, 1981; Glenberg, Wilkinson, & Epstein, 1980; Markman, 
1979; Markman & Gorin, 1981). Furthermore, certaii^ standard of eval- 
uation criteria (i.e., detection of between sentence contradictions) 
which are applied successfully by adults (Baker & Anderson, 1982; 
Garner & Alexander, 1981) remain difficult for young children to ap- 
ply when only brief instructions are given (B ker, 1981; Pace, 1980), 

The Implication of the past research with normal learners is 
that Important improvements in children's monitoring and regulating 
of their understanding could be effected through careful instruction. 
Past instructional procedures, however, have not been discussed in 
much detail. Future research must identify the most beneficial as- 
pects of trailing, must evaluate how much strategy training genera- 
lizes to new circumstances, and must determine whether the benefits 
of training are sustained over time. 
Ability Differences in Comprehension Monitoring 

The previous section reviewed the developmental literature con- 
cerning comprehension monitoring in normal learners. More recently 
the focus of metacognitive research has been on disabled learners 
specifically, those students displaying reading comprehension diffi- 
culties. Wong (1980) has stressed that a more refined understanding 
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of children's reading difficulties hinges on recognition of their 
insufficient comprehension monitoring processes. Interview studies 
to assess students' metacognitive knowledge of reading have consis- 
tently demonstrated that less-skilled readers have limited print 
awareness and limited knowledge of the basic concepts, strategies, 
and purposes of reading (Forrest & Waller, 1979; Garner & Kraus, 
1980; Huba & Kontos, 1982; Meyers & Paris, 1978). This review will 
focus on studies which have examined differences between skilled 
and less-skilled readers' abilities to monitor ongoing cognitive 
progress and apply appropriate regulatory strategies for efficient 
learning. 

Two studies have investigated lesL^-skilled readers' (i.e., 
learning disabled) abilities to evaluate their understanding of 
instructions using a referential communication paradigm (Donahue, 
Pearl, & Bryant, 1380; Katsonis & Patterson, 1980). In both studies, 
learning disabled children's responses were compared to the responses 
of normal children matched either on age or IQ* Learning disabled 
children appeared less sensitive to the inadequacy of the messages 
they received (Donahue, Pearl, & Bryant, 1980) and were less able 
to judge when they had received sufficient information to be able to 
play a game (Katsonis & Patterson, 1980). No attempts were made to 
improve these abilities during communicative situations. 

Comprehension monitoring differences between readers of varying 



ERIC 



45 



34 



ability levels have also been found on tasks involving the comprehen- 
sion of texts rather than oral instructions. Garner (1980) tested 
for skilled/less-skilled reader differences in monitoring abilities 
using an error awareness rating procedure. Good and poor readers 
(i.e., designated on the basis of teacher's ratings) were told to act 
as editors while reading expository passages. The children were 
asked to rate the comprehensibility short segments of text con- 
taining no errors and text containing errors that violated the gist 
of the paragraph. The results indicated that good readers rated 
the disrupted portions of text as less easy to understand than the 
nondisrupted text while poor readers made little rating distinction 
across the different segments of text. 

Vinogrr*d and Johnson (1980) similarly assessed sixth-grade 
good and poor readers* abilities to judge the comprehensibility of 
paragraphs containing information that conflicted with contextual 
coherence. The error awareness paradigm vas employed. If a child 
did not spontaneously note an error, a stj'uctured interview was 
administered which consisted of a series of probe questions increas- 
ingly directed toward the error. The child's score was the number 
of probes it took to detect the error. The results in^^icated that 
good readers were aware of the anomolies much sooner than poor read- 
ers. These authors were surprised, however, at the large percentage 
of errors that went undetected even by good readers. This led 
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them to conclude that the ch-'ldren's poor monitoring performances 
were artifact of the numerous problems inherent in the error 
awareness methodology. On the other hand, the results of other 
studies employing alternative comprehension monitoring measures 
have continued to demonstrate disparities between good and poor 
readers' comprehension monitoring performance. 

In a study by Owings, Peterson, Bransford, Morris, and Stein 
(1980) less abled fifth graders (i.e., classified on the basis of 
their low reading and match achievement test scores) displayed a 
lack of spontaneous monitoring and regulating during a reading com- 
prehension task. Children's memory for story information was ob- 
tained from two kinds of stories. One story type was considered 
easy to learn because ic contained readily understood subject 
predicate pairs and the other story type was considered hard to 
learn because it contained uncommon pairs. Evidence of poor moni- 
toring abilities came from the fact that the less abled students 
displayed little awareness of the text characteristics that would 
make comprehension more difficult even though their memory for 
story information was affected by the story type. Moreover, less 
abled students displayed an inefficient regulation strategy when 
allotted unllmifid study time. Tn contrast to the better students 
who spent more time with the difficult story, poorer students 
distributed their study time equally between the two story types. 
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DiVesta, Hayward, and Orlando (1979) investigated good and poor 
readers' ability tc use subsequent parts of the text to facilitate 
comprehension. Passages were constructed in which sentences were 
disrupted by missing words. In or'^er to supply the missing words, 
readers needed to refer to previous text cr to subsequent text. Pop- 
ulations of good readers and poor readers (i.e., below the 50th per- 
centile in the Iowa Test of Basic Skills) at high school (Exp. 1) 
and middle school (Exp. 2) participated in this study. As predicted, 
poorer readers performed less well when they were required to make 
use of subsequer.t context. The better readers performed equally 
well on both types of word omissions. These authors concluded that 
poorer readers were less aware of various means of remediating com- 
prehension failures. 

Observations of children's spontaneo^^as 3elf -correction of oral 
reading errors is another methodology used to investigate the devel- 
opment of comprehension monitoring strategies. Studies of oral read- 
ing errors have revealed differences between good and poor readers' 
sensitivity to language constraints in sentences. Weber (1970) 
first noted that good and poor first-grade readers differed in the 
extent to whxch they corrected grammatically inappropriate errors 
but not in the extent to which they corrected grammatically accept- 
able errors. The better readers corrected 85% of the errors whic:. 
made the sentence ungraimnatical but only 27% of the grammatically 
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acceptable errors. The poorer readers corrected the two types of 
errors at an approximately equal rate (42% vs. 32%, respectively). 
I'-i a similar vein, Isakson and Miller (1976) and Kavale and Schreiner 
(1979) round that below average comprehenders made more meaning dis- 
torted errors and were less likely to correct these errors tlu^n 
above average comprehenders of the same age level. 

Garner and Reis (1981) investigated good and poor readers' 
spontaneous use of rereading (or looking back) as a regulatory stra- 
tegy to resolve comprehension difficulties. It was hypothesized 
that poor readers would use fewer lookbacks to resolve comprehension 
obstacles. The comprehension obstacles in this case were two types 
of interspersed questions contained in a text. A lookback question 
required retrieval of information presented in an earlier segment. 
A non-lookback question did not require retrieval from earlier text 
segments for correct responses. The lookback behavior of good and 
poor junior high school readers (i.e., classified on the basis of 
a reading clinic test battery) was constrasted for each question 
type* The results indicated that there were no differences between 
the groups in the number of correct answers or in the amount of 
lookbacks produced in response to non-lookback questions, but on the 
lookback questions, differential ability effects were found. A 
greater percentage of the good readers showed documented lookback 
behavior as compared l:o poor readers (i.e., 30% as compared to only 



ERIC 



43 



38 



92%). Thus, even a simple regulatory strategy such ar rereading 
text to resolve comprehension problems was not evidenced in junior 
high school readers experiencing reading difficulties. 

A directed underlining met-hodology, also known as the error 
detection paradigm, has been used to investigate comprehension moni- 
toring abilities in good and poor readers. Students are presented 
texts containing some type of embedded error and are instructed to 
underline any errors detected during or after reading, Paris and 
Meyers (X981) have recently suggested that a directed underlining 
measure provides a better index of monitoring ability than sponta- 
neous self -corrections during oral reading since the latter index 
may not accurately reflect monitoring or meaning-getting attempts. 

Paris and Meyer& (1981, Ejiperlment 1) utilize^ both monitoring 
measures to investigate fourth-grade good and poor readers' compre- 
hension monitoring. Children read stories containing either in- 
serted nonsense words or scrambled non--meaningful phrases. On 
spontaneous oral reaciing corrections and directed underlining mea- 
sures, poor readers (i.e., classified on the basis of reading 
achievement test scores but matched with good readerr- on math 
achievement, age, and sex) displayed less accurate comprehension 
checking than good readers. It was noted that the poor readers 
did evidence monitoring of words and phrases in stories but did not 
detect the incomprehensibility of the anomalous information to the 
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same degree as the good readers* Moreover, the ability to apply 
monitoring skills vas found to be significantly correlated with 
lower comprehension and recall scores. Similar results were ob- 
tained in a recent study by Forrest-Pressley (1982) • 

The results of these studies certainly demonstrate that compre- 
hension monitoring in poor readers is less accurate than good readers 
and may even be related to the typically inferior comprehension and 
recall of these children. However, the reasons for inaccurate com- 
prehension monitoring remain unspecified. Poor readers and younger 
children may have the ability to utilize metacogaitive strategies 
but may fail to employ these strategies on their own. This kind of 
"production deficiency" for cognitive strategies has been evidence 
on memory tasks (Paris & Lindauer, 1977) and has been regarded as 
a general "inactive learner" characteristic of learning disabled 
children (Torgesen, 1977, a & b) . Support for the production de- 
ficiency hypothesis would be demonstrated if ways to increase poor 
reader's successful comprehension monitoring were found. Several 
researchers have begun to investigate factors influencing poor com- 
prehenders' ability to notice and correct comprehension failures. 

In one study Garner (1981) examined whether poor readers' 
ability to monitor comprehension progress was affected by the pro- 
cessing demands of the task. Previous work suggested that poor 
comprehenders managed written language as bits and piece*' hp'' • ot as 



40 



textual wholes (Canney & Winograd, 1979; Smith, 1975). On the basis 
of these findings. Garner reasoned that the detection of informa- 
tional inconsistency across sentences of a passage would be more 
difficult for poor readers than detection of within sentence dif- 
ficulties. Poor comprehenders vith average decoding abilities (i.e., 
assessed by a reading clinic battery) read and rated the comprehensi- 
bility of three short narrative passages about transpoi :ation: one 
containing no errors, one containing a between sentence inconsis- 
tency, and one containing within sentence polysyllabic words. Stu- 
dents rated the nonerror passage and the inconsistent error passage 
as equally comprehensible, but the polysyllabic word passage was 
rated as much less comprehensible. Garner concluded that poor 
readers could display comprehension monitoring abilities but only 
when the task demands were limited to within sentence processing. 

This conclusion must be cautiously regarded however, because 
of two methodological problems. First, the tasls type was confounded 
with the within-^ersus between-sentence manipulation, secondly, 
the retention of information from each type of passage was not 
assessed. Thus, difforential task features rather than variations 
in processing may have contributed to th?. limited between sentence 
monitoring of the poorer readers. 

In a recent dissertation, not hampered by the above methodologi- 
cal concerns, further support was obtained for the hypothesis that 
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poor readers were influenced by the processing demands of a task 
(Kaufman, 1981) • Learning disabled (i.e., classified on basis of 
poor reading performances) and non-disabled readers were compared 
on their awareness and detection of errors embedded at two levels 
of text coherence (e.g.. High Trigger (HT) and Low Trigger (LT)). 
A HT error was a semantically anomalous word inserted within a 
single sentence context. Detection of this error presumably re- 
quired a lower level of text processing than the LT ej.'ror because 
no across sentence processing was necessary. A LT error, on the 
other hand, was a semantically inconsistent sentence that could 
only be detected through the integration of inf'^rmation across 
sentences. 

Kaufman predicted that the disabled readers would detect more 
HT errors than LT errors because of their "inactive" processing 
tendencies. The better readers were expected to detect the two 
types of errors equally and were expected to detect more of both 
errors than the poor readers. All of the expected ability differ- 
ences were not found. That is, the better readers outperformed 
the disabled readers only on the between sentence (LT) errors. 
There were no performance differences between the disabled and non- 
disabled readers in their ability to detect the within sentence (HT) 
errors — all children regardless of age or ability did better in 
detecting the HT error. 



53 



42 



These results suggest that a reading disabled child can 
employ comprehension monitoring strategies when vhe processing 
demands of a task are limited to the detection of within sentence 
errors. The fact that less successful readers display little evi- 
dence of comprehension monitoring on tasks requiring the detection 
of between sentence inconsistencies may be attributed to several 
factors, such as, their failure to recognize the meaning-getting 
purpose of reading, their limited involvement in directing their 
text processing, or their inability to select appropriate standards 
with which to evaluate ongoing comprehension. One study was found 
which attempted to determine whether less skilled readers could 
enhance their comprehension monitoring performances if one or more 
of these obstacles were remediated. 

Garner and Anderson (1982) tested poor readers' facility at 
detecting informational inconsistency across sentences given three 
different types of pre-reading instruction. Twenty-four Intermediate 
grade students who possessed average decoding abilities but below 
average comprehension abilities were randomly assigned to one of 
three pre-reading treatments. Children in Group One were told to 
just read the stories, children in Group Two were additionally in- 
strucLed to determine whether the stories made sense, and children 
In Group Three were specifically informed that "something was wrong 
with the stories" and it was their job to "find the parts that did 
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not make sanse" in each story. After the children read each of 
three short narrative passages, they were specifically asked 1^ 
there was some part that did Aot make sense in the story. 

It was expected that the most explicit directions would en- 
hance the children's monitoring performance. The hypothesized fa- 
cilicative effect of t'"»e training explicitness xras not found. Stu- 
dents in all three treatment conditions performed at a uniformly 
low level. Previous work had shown that the most explicit direc- 
tive facilitated the comprehension monitoring performances of 
older skilled readers (Baker, 1979) but this irstructional set was 
not enough to increase the performances of less-skilled readers. 
Summary of Ability Dif l erences in Comprehension Monitoring 

The results of past research demonstrated less-skilled readers* 
tendencies to remain relatively deficient in the use of active moni- 
toring and regulating strategies during comprehension. In compari- 
son to peers with average reading abilities, disabled readers 
displayed limited knowledge of fa'-^iors effecting reading performance, 
were -ss likely to demonstrate their awa. eness of major blocks to 
understanding and were less resourceful when encountering comprehen- 
sion dif f iculties. These discrepant performances were demonstrated 
ever when the disabled rea^^ers we^^e an average of three years older 
than the normal readers. Moreover, developmental improvements were 
not found; that is, older students with reading difficulties were 
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just as likely to display deficient comprehension monitoring per- 
formances as younger disabled readers (Kaufman, 1981). 

The literature investigating the development of comprehension 
monitoring abilities has certainly documented performance differ- 
ences between skilled and 7.ess-skilled readers. On the basi-^ of 
these findings, one might be tempted to conclude that cognitive 
ability deficits account for less-skilled readers' deficient per- 
formances. Inferences about ability deficits must not be made 
solely on the basis of poor performances. The inadequate monitoring 
and regulating performances of poor readers may reflect what Flavell 
(1977) ha« termed a production deficiency or what Campione and Brown 
(1979) refer to as an inadequate use of executive controi processes. 
Improved performances after task or training manipulations designed 
to entourage more effective strategy utilization would lend support 
to these notions. 

Little research has been conducted to demonstrate whether the 
deficient performances of less successful readers can be overcome. 
The few studies examining this issue have attempted to extend 
i'larkman's (1979, 1981) explanations for poor comprehension monitor- 
ing performances in young children to children experiencing reading 
difficulties. Previous work indicated that young children in- 
creased their comprehc^nsion monitoring performances when the pro- 
cessing demands of the task were lowered. The results of several 
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recent studies have stiown that task manipulations of this kind 
similarly influence the monitoring abilities of less-skilled read- 
ers (Garner, 1980; Kaufman, 1981). On the basis of past work with 
normal learners, it might also be expected that training designed 
to increase active processing during reading would promote in^- 
creased comprehension monitoring in less-skilled readers. 

Normal readers demonstrated improved comprehcinsion monitoring 
performances when given instructions specifying the appropriate 
standard of evaluation to use during comprehension. This type of 
training was especially effective In Improving older cutudents' 
ability to detect 'between-sentence* errors (Markman & Gorin, 1981). 
Only one study peripherally examined this issue with less-skilled 
readers. Garner and Anderson (1982) varied the explicitness of 
the directions given before reading. Less-skilled readers did not 
show an Improvement in their error detection performance with the 
more explicit training. The nonsignificant effects of this train- 
ing may be duo to the fact that students were not actually pro- 
vided a specific standard of eval'^ation criteria even in the most 
explicit training condition. Les«?-skilled readers may require 
more specific instructions with an evaluation standard before evi- 
dencing any improvements in their detection of between sentence 
errors. 

Further work is necessary to examine more fully factors that 
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effect the comprehension monitoring performances oi less-skilled 
readers. Studies are needed to determine whether training designed 
to enliance active processing or training which specifies the 
standard of evaluation criteria can facilitate increased comprehen- 
sion monitoring in less-skilled readers. 
Self-Instructional Approaches and Other Training Issues 

The last decade has witnessed an avalanche of studies dealing 
with the training of intellectual skills (Belmont & Butterfield, 
1977; Borkowski & Cavanaugh, 1979). One instructional approach 
that has been successful in eliminating processing deficiencies 
in problun learners is called Cognitive Behavior Modification (CBM) . 
This approach consists of individually tailored think-aloud programs 
that combine behavior modification technology (e.g., modeling, over., 
and covert rehearsal, feedback, and reinforcement) with processing 
or strategy training. This type of intervention has been used to 
teach children what to say to themselves prior to or during their 
performance on a learning task. Meichenbaum and Asarnow (1979) and 
Borkowski and Cavanaugh (1979) hav:: pointed to the Important inter- 
relationships between CBM and metacognition. The self-instructional 
aspects of CBM have been likened to metacognitive skills such as 
planning, checking, questioning, and monitoring. A self-instruc- 
tional approach has been suggested as one means o^" teaching students 
more effective ways to monitor and guide their thinking behavior. 
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Support for these ideas can be found in a recent study by 
Schleser, Meyers, and Cohen (1981) in which the effects of a (CBM) 
self-instructional training program were contrasted with a didactic 
instructional approach. First- and second-grade children were in- 
structed in their performance on the Matching Familiar Figures Test 
(MFF) . Successful performance on this task involves the selection 
of an identical pattern to match a given standard. The number of 
correct choices c^nd a child's response latency serve as the de- 
pendent measures. 

In tliis study, the content of the instructions given as well as 
the format of the training were systematically varied. The informa- 
tional content consisted of task-specific or general problem solv- 
ing strategies. These instructions were then embedded in either a 
self^instructional or in a didactic format where the child was 
told what to do by the instructor. The authors hypothesized that 
the children who received a self instructional format would signi- 
ficantly increase their performance on subsequent MMF tasks rela- 
tive to children who received didactic training. Additionally, the 
general self-instructional trrining was predicted to be the most 
facilitative on a generalization task. 

The results supported all of these predictions. Children who 
processed the instructions more actively via the self -instructional 
format showed significantly greater iro?rovements in their 
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performance relative to children in the didactic training groups. 
Additionally, the general self-instructicns were the most effective 
in promoting generalization. These results were taken as evidence 
that self-instructional training can be iissd to foster more sponta- 
neous strategy utilization than traditional didactic approaches. 
In a sijnilar vein, Borkowski (in press) has suggested that self- 
instructional routines may be useful in eliciting greater strategy 
general Iza t ion • 

Self -instructional training programs as originally conceived 
were used in the treatment of behavior disorders such as Impulsivity. 
More recently this approach has been employed tc teach academically 
based skills such as reading comprehension. There exists some pre- 
liminary evidence suggesting that self-instructional training may 
be a particularly promising form of reading comprehension instruc- 
tion. Reading educators have long recommended that students must 
be trained to take an active role in the comprehension process 
(Ruddell, 1976; Singer, 1978; Smith, 1975; Ryan, 1981). Singer 
(1978) envisions an instructional procedure that would increase a 
student's ability to formulate and react to his/her own questions 
before, during, and after reading. The self-instructiona'' approach 
seems ideally suited to the goals of active comprehension. 

Self-instructional training has not been frequently employed 
with reading rel^^ted tasks, but several studies report promising 
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findings (Bommarito & Meichenbaum, cited in Meichenbaum & Asarnow, 
1978; Day, 1980; Short f lyan, 1982). In a study by Bonmarito and 
Meichenbaum (reported in Meichenbaum & Asarnow, 1979) a self-in- 
structional training approach was used to increase poor readers' 
comprehension skills* Seventh- and eighth-grade students who were 
experiencing reading comprehension difficulties were selected for 
the study (i.e., their rending comprehension scores were at least 
one year below their grade level and vocabulary level). A reading 
comprehension task was analyzed into a hierarchical set of objec- 
tives which were then translated into self-statements and self- 
interrogatives. The students received six individually tailored 
self-instructional training sessions. The widely used CBM self- 
instructional package developed by Meichenbaum and Goodman (1971) 
was utilized. The five steps outlined in this package systematical- 
ly move the child from didactic Instruction t' covert self-instruc- 
tion. In this study the students' self-talk consisted of general 
critical thinking and heuristic principles that could later be 
applied to any reading material. 

The results indicated that students who received the self- 
instructional training significantly Improved their reading compre- 
hension as compared to students in a practice placebo group and 
students in an assessment-only control group. The mean change in 
scores for the self-instructional group was superior to each 
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control group on both a standardized test of reading comprehension, 
and an alternative type of reading comprehension test consisting of 
Cloze exercises* 

A study by Short and Ryan (1982) demonstrated that a self- 
instructional training program can facilitate less-abled readers' 
recall of story information. The self-instructional strategy 
employed consisted of f jve Wh questions designed to focus on broad 
story grammar categories (Stein & Glenn, 1979) • Poor readers who 
received the self-questioning strategy recalled more story informa- 
tion than poor readers who received comparable attributional train- 
ing designed to encourage self-reinf orcement and coping strategies. 
Although not significant, there was also a tendency for children 
who had been trained with the self -Interrogation strategy to be 
more efficient at detecting and correcting embedded errors in 
texts. More Importantly poor readers who received the self- 
instruct-ional format displayed a similar level of performance as 
skilled readers who received no strategy training. These results 
confirm the prediction that self -^instructional traininc can be a 
very effective approach for helping inactive learners utilize 
more strategic comprehension monitoring processes during reading. 

In a receat doctoral dissertation. Day (1980) found that 
junior college students experiencing witing difficultiefi bene- 
fitted from explicit self-instructional training concerning 
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sunurarization rules, "Average" students with no reading or writing 
problems and "remedial" students who were diagnosed as poor writers 
but who were of nrrmal reading ability received one of four self- 
training approaches. The content of the self-instructions varied 
in their degree of rule and integration explicitness. 

Day found that remedial students' summary writing performance 
improved only with the most explicit training. The most explicit 
self-instruction involved training in the summary rules as well 
as training in the monitoring and regulating of these rules. Re- 
medial writers needed the most explicit training to bring their 
level of performance up to that of the average students. 0/erall 
the average students benefitted more from training than did the 
remedial students, but all students evidenced improved performances 
after self-instructional training. 

The results of these studies certainly support the implication 
that self-instructional training can be effectively applied to 
complex reading and writing tasks. Possibly self-instructional 
strategies lead students to adopt more active self -regulated learn- 
ing styles (Ryan, Ledger, Short, & Weed, 1982). Given that unsuc- 
cessful students generally approach the task of reading in a pas- 
sive-inactive fashion (Golinkoff , 1975-1976; Ryan, 1981; Torgesen, 
1977b), self-instructional interventions may help to promote more 
deliberate strategy utilization. Students with more severe 
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learning difficulties may require more explicit self-instructions, 
however (Brown, Campione, & Day, 1981; Day, 1980). That is, less- 
skillful readers may requir: self-instructions specifying the im- 
portant task components and comprehension monitoring strategies 
necessary for successful performance. 

The results of previous work certainly lead one to conclude 
that self-instructional approaches deserve further evaluation. 
Future research is needed to assess the efficacy of employing 
self-instructional training as a means of promoting increased 
comprehension monitoring performances, especially with siiudents 
notorious for their passive approach to learning. Studies are 
needed to determine whether these students can be trained to suc- 
cessfully apply comprehension monitoring strategies during reading. 

The ultimfite educational utility of any instructional procedure, 
however, rests in its ability to foster maintenance and generaliza<^ 
tion. As Ann Brown (1978) has pointed out, instructional research 
must attempt to assess the effects of training on both maintenance 
and generalization tasks. Much of the past instructional research 
has been plagued by the fact that trained strategies have not been 
maintained over time or have not transferred to different situations 
or tasks (Borkowski & Cavanaugh, 1979; Campione & Brown, 1977; 
Meichenbaum & Asarnow, 1979; Pressley, Heisel, McCormick, & 
Nakamura, 1982). Typically, instructional effects are deemed 



ERIC 




effective on the basis of demonstrated Improvement with similar 
tasks during iiranediate posttests. Therefore future work involving 
self -instructional manipulations must be designed with maintenance 
and generalization goals in mind. 



Chapter 3 
Statement of the Problem 

In the preceding chapters evidence has been provided docu- 
menting the importance of comprehension-inonitoring processes 
during reading. Successful comprehension monitoring entails 
keeping track of how one's comprehension is proceeding and taking 
remedial actions if progress is hindered. The findings of past 
research suggest that young children and less skillful learners 
do not consistently employ comprehension monitoring strategies 
during reading. One must not quickly assume, however, that the 
poor performances of Immature readers reflects ability defects. 
Various t^sk and training manipulations have been successful in 
promoting Improved performances. 

Explanations have been posed foi the lack of spontaneous 
comprehension monitoring performances evidenced in immature 
readers (Markman, 1981). First, less-skilled readers adopt a 
nonstrategic-passive approach to reading, in contrast to effi- 
cient readers who confront ^he task in «i more strategic-active 
fashion. The passiv.^ approach of the Immature readers results 
in limited constructive processing during comprehension which 
subsequently hinders their ability to recognize when failures in 
comprehension have occurred. A second explanation for poor com- 
prehen&lon-monitoring performances in Immature readers is that 
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they do not select appropriate standards to assess whether mater- 
ial has been understood* 

Training designed to remediate one or both of these processes 
facilitated the comprehension monitoring performances of older 
children, but Improvements in comprehension monitoring performances 
were not consistently evidenced by younger children or less success- 
ful readers. This was the case especially on more complex error 
detection tasks requiring the integration of Information across 
sentences, rs^elatively little work has been conducted to determine 
whether Immature readers' detection of 'between-sentence' errors can 
be improved with training desigfied to promote active constructive 
processing or training designed to specify a standard of evaluation. 
In order to clarify the sources of metacomprehension difficulties 
for Immature readers, more work is needed under conditions with and 
without training to elicit these processes. 

Ofie type of instr'TCtlonal approach that has been successful in 
promoting more spontaneous strategy utilization in problem learners 
Is self -instructional training. The goal of self -instructional 
training is for children to gain personal control over their own 
learning behavior. Recently this approach has been employed with 
readers as a means of increasing their coir*)rehenslon and recall 
during reading. The results of this work certainly suggest that a 
self -instructional format helps students engage in more active 
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processing during reading. Since the ineffi'^lent processing of Im- 
mature readers has also been hypothesized to affect the utilization 
of metacognitive skills, a self-instructional approach may be one 
means of promoting increased comprehension monitoring performances 
in young children. 

One purpose of this study was to determine whether self-instruc- 
tion could be used to increase fifth-grade students* comprehension 
ffionitoring during reading. Specifically, this question was address- 
ed by determining if fifth-grale students who received self-intruc- 
tional training Improved more in their ability to detect embedded 
text '''•-Consistencies, requiring the integration of information 
across sentences, than students who received equivalent didactic 
instruction. 

A second purpose of this study was to investigate two levels 
of specificity withLi a self-instructional format. In one type 
of self-instruction, the content of the self-directives indicated 
the standard of evaluation criterion to be employed. In a second 
type of self-instruction, no evaluation criterion was specified. 
By contrasting these two levels of self -instruct ion, one could 
determine whether the Inclusion of an evaluation criterion within 
a self -instructional format promoted greater comprehension moni- 
toring performances in young students than a self-instructional 
format wilIi no evaluation criterion specified. 
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A third purposi*- of this study was to assess the effect of 
each type of train"lng with young readers who were designated as 
ve' y proficient comprehend ers versus readers who were classified 
as less proficient comprehenders to decermlne if jelf-instructional 
training was equally beneficial with students of differing leading 
levels. Additionally, the two reading comprehension levels were 
included to assess whether average readers, trained as noted above, 
differed from superior readers in the amount of Improvement evi- 
denced after training. 

Finally, the fourth purpose of this study was to assess the 
maintenance of the training effects. It was considered important 
to determine whether Improvements in comprehension monitoring per- 
formances evidenced Immedietely after training wouli be maintained 
over a one-week delay period. 

In order to address these issues, sVuisnts were testti on 
their abili**y to detect inconsistencies before, immediately after, 
and approximately one week after receiving training. Students 
were claseified as either superior or average comprehenders and 
were assigned to one of three Instructional conditions devised for 
-he present study. An explanation of each condition is presented 
below: 

(1) Specific Self -Instruct ion. (SS-I) 



he specific self-instructional package contained 
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self-statements specifying tiie optimal standard of 
evaluation criterion for the task. The students in 
this condition were taught to focus on oppositional 
meanings between sentences. This instruction was geared 
specifically toward the detection of inconsistencies 
in the text. 

(2) Neutral Self-Instruction. (NS-I) 

The neutral self -instructional package contained 
self-statements but gave no specific standard of 
evaluation criterion for the task. The students in 
thli condition were taught to focus on confusing p^>.Tts 
or parts that were difficult to understand. This in- 
struction was geared generally toward the detection of 
any problems in tl>e text. 

The error detection performance of these two seli-inst/uction 
groups was compared to that of a control didactic group. 

(3) Cont::cl Didactic Instruction. (C-D) 

The control didactic instructional package ccntainf:d 
the same instructional content as the neutral self- 
instructional package. The students in this condition 
were taught to focus on confusing parts or parts that 
were difficult to undarstand. These instructions 
were worded in the second person and were presented by the 
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examiner thereby eliminating any active participation 
on the part cf the student , 

This control group was thought to be the most rigorous compari- 
son group for the self -Instruct ion conditions. Previous work had 
shown that students' error detection performance could be improved 
with just a min.tmal warning to look for problems in the text. Thus, 
Impr^enent was anticipated for the control didactic students. How- 
ever, the more interesting and "practically" significant question to 
be addressed in this study was whether self-Instructional training 
would promote greater improvements in children's monitoring during 
reading than the didactic instruction, 

A more extoasive explanation of each instructional condition 
and the exact scripts used during training can be found in the 
methods section and in Appendix D. 
Hypotheses 

A total of eleven predictions were made in terms of the im- 
provements in the number of correctly Identified text errors evi- 
denced after training. Six of the contrasts can be classified as 
answering questions about the effects of each type of draining. The 
other five contrasts are directed to questions regarding the differ- 
ent performance gains evidenced by superior and average readers who 
received the various types of training. The same set or predictions 
held for improvements (Evidenced immediately after training and 
improvements evidenced after a week's delay interval. 
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Training Condition Hypothese s 

Three comparisons within e&ch ability level were made to assess 
the effect of Instructional condition for each type of reader. (This 
resulted In a total of six contrasts across conditions.) 

First, It was predicted that there would be a beneficial effect 
of self-Instructional training. The specific question addressed 
was whether fifth-grade readers exhibited greater improvements in 
their error detection performances when trained to use a self ' in- 
structional strategy tiian when trained with equivalent didactic 
itiStruction. A comparison was made between the neutral self-instruc- 
tion condition and the didactic control condition within each abili- 
ty level. It was anticipated that the NS-I training would elicit 
greater improvements in r'^parison to the C-D Instruction because 
the self-instructional format provided more active processing com- 
ponents than the teacher directed format. Students of both reading 
abilities were expected to benefit from the training which encouraged 
more active and strategic participation on the part of the learner 
(Ryan, et al., 1982). Thus, the comparison between the NS-I and 
C-D conditions for each ability level was directional. 

A second comparison was made between the stut'ents who received 
the specific evaluation criterion in conjunction with the self- 
instructional format and students who received the didactic train- 
ing within each ability level. The expectation was that training 



ERLC 




61 



designed to give a specific standard of evaluation in combination 
with the benefits of the active processing components inherent in 
a self-instructional format would elicit greater improvements ia 
all students' error detection performance in contrast to didactic 
training* This prediction was based on past work suggesting that 
students were better able to detect embedded errors after receiving 
an explicit standard of evaluati.-^n criterion to employ during reading 
(Markman & Gorin, 1981), 

The third comparison was made between the two levels of self- 
irstxnictiondl training to determine whether children's improvement 
in comprehension monitoring performances was enhanced by the inclu- 
sion of a specific evaluation criterion. It was expected chat stu- 
dents in the specific self -instruct ion group would display greater 
improvements than students in the neutral self-instruction group. 
The comparisons between the S3-I and the C-D conditions as well 
as the comparison between the SS-I and NS-I conditions within each 
ability level were directional. 
Ability Level Hypotheses 

A second group of five predictions were ccacerned with whether 
average readers differed from their more successfux peers when 
trained as noted above. Again training effects were assessed by 
the improvements evidenced Immediately after training and improve- 
ments evidenced one week later. 
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In two comparisons, the performance gains of the strategy 
trained average readers in each self- ^.nstructional condition were 
contrasted with the Improvements evidenced by the superior compre- 
henders who received the didactic control training. Another two 
comparisons weie made betveen the average and superior students who 
were in the same self-instruction condition in order to determine if 
the readers of both ability levels displayed similar performance 
gains after receiving self -instructional training. No reasonable 
directional hypotheses could be made for either of these two sets 
of compatisons . 

Finally, it was anticipated that an interaction effect between 
the type of self-instruction and ability level would possibly be 
present. In particular, it was anticipated that the treatment dif- 
ferences between the two types of self -instruct: ion should be lar ^r 
for the average than for the superior readers. This prediction was 
based on past work which demonstrated that less successful students 
required more explicit instruction to evidence increased levels of 
writing performance (Day, 1980). Thus, the interaction ::omparison 
between the different readers in each of the two self -instruct ion 
conditions was directional. 
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Chapter 4 
Method 

Subjects 

Students in six, fifth-grade classes were subjects in this ex- 
periment* The classes were taken from four different elements jy 
schools representing the same socioeconomic and geographical areas 
in a midwest ern town. The 101 students who returned a permission 
form were administered the Auditory Vocabulary (Test 1) and Reading 
C mprehension (Test 2) subtests of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading 
Test, Brown Level, Form A (Karlsen, Madden, and Gardner, 1977). 
The testing was completed during the latter part of the school y ar. 
All children were tested within their classrooms at each school. 
Seventy-eight students wer^i selected for the final study. The 
final selection was based on a two-step screening procedure. The 
score from Test 1 served as the vocabulary score and the score from 
Test 2 served as the comprehension ccore for each student. 

First, students who had obtained a vocabulary score lower than 
a fourth-grade level were omitted from the study. Two students were 
dropped from the total poo"* at this point. This decision was made 
to insure that differences in reading ckill among the children cen- 
tered mostly on comprehension and less on vocabulary abilities. 

After screening for vrcabu'^ary level, children were classified 
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as either superior or average comprehend ers on the basis of their 
total comprehension score. Students with a total comprehension 
score at or above an eight-grade level were designated superior 
comprehenders. The eighth-grade reading level was chosen as the 
cut-off score to allow for a two year grade level difference in 
comprehension between the superior and average readers. The grade 
level scores for the superior group ranged from 8.0 to 12.3. Forty- 
three students were classified as superior comprehenders from which 
thirty-nine students were randomly selected for participation in the 
remainder of the study. All thirty-nine students were designated 
by their teachers as above average readers. The final superior 
reader sample consisted of twenty-eight females (one Black, the rest 
Caucasian) and eleven Caucasian males with an average age of 11.0 
years. 

Students with a total comprehension score at or below sixth- 
grade level were designated as average comprehenders. The grade 
level scores for this group ranged from 2.9 to 6.0. Thirty-nine 
students were classified as average comprehenders. All of these 
students participated in the remainder of the study and all were 
designated by their teacherc as either average or below average 
readers. The final average reader sample consisted of twenty-three 
females (one Black, the rest Caucasian) and sixteen males (two Black, 
the rest Caucasian) with an average age of 11.2 years. 
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The thirty-'riipe studonts from each reading classification were 
then randomly assigned to one of three experimental conditions 
(n-13) . Approximately equal numbers of student s from each school were 
represented In each experimental condition. Means and standard devi- 
ations for each o ' the experimental groups on the Auditory Vocabulary 
and Total Reading Comprehension subtests of the Stanford Diagnostic 
Reading Test are reported In Table 1. A one-way analysis of variance 
performed for each reading comprehension level Indicated no signifi- 
cant differences on the total comprehension and vocabulary scores 
among the three treatment groups, all F's (2,38) < .42, £ > .65. 

There was no subject attrition during the study. Pretest, Im- 
mediate, and delay test scores were obtained for all seventy-eight 
students In the final sample. 
Design 

All students were Individually tested on their ability to de- 
tect embedded text Inconsistencies before, immediately following, 
and approximately one week after training. Students within each 
of the two reading designations were randomly assigned to one of 
the three training conditions. There were two self-Instructional 
conditions and one teacher-directed or didactic condition In the 
study. The two self-Instruction groups differed in terms of the 
expllcltness of the self-dlrectlves. Students In the Specific Self- 
Instruction condition were taught to appl> a specific standard of 
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Table 1 

Means and Standard Deviation on Vocabulary and Total 
Comprehension Performance for the Three Experimental 
Groups at Each Reading Comprehension Level 



Superior Readers in Each Treatment Group 





Specific Self 


Neutral 


Self 


Control 


Jidactic 




Voc. 


T . Comp . 


Voc. 


T,Comp. 


Voc. 


T . Comp . 


X 


8.88 


9.63 


8.22 


9. 59 


8.50 


9.53 


SD 


1.62 


1.-41 


1.69 


1.30 


2.17 


1.28 



Average Readers In E^ch Treatment Group 





Specific Self 


Neutral 


Self 


Control 


Didactic j 




Voc. 


T . Comp . 


Voc. 


T.Comp. 


Voc. 


T.Comp. i 


y 


5.52 


4.84 


5.69 


4.87 


5.83 


4.97 


SD 




.93 


1.07 


1.02 


.98 


.88 



78 



67 



evaluation in the instructional activity. Students in the Neutral 
Self-Instruction condition were taught to apply a more general stan- 
dard of evaluation within the instructional activity. Students in 
the Control Didactic condition were given the same Instructional 
content as those in the Neutral Self-Instrurtion condition but in 
a teacher-directed format. More detailed information on these in- 
structions is provided in the Procedures section of this chapter. 
Materials 

During the three testing sessions, students orally read eight 
different passages, four of which contained no obvious error.*;: 
(filler passages) and four of which contained one purposefullv 
embedded inconsistency (error passages) . The four error passages 
presented at each testing interval were the experimental items of 
interest (i.e., a total of twelve error passages). The filler 
passages were included to eliminate possible response biases that 
could result ^rom employing only passages containing errors. 

Tnc pajs«»ges used in the final study were selected from an 
original pool of twenty-four error passages. All passages were 
written to overcome several confounding variables present in past 
error detection materials. Once passages met certain established 
criteria, three pilot studies were Implemented to determine which 
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passages to select for the final study. An explanation of the cri- 
teria used to construct the passages will be presented followed by 
a review of the criteria used to select the final passages. 

The error passages used in the present experiment were based 
on, but were not taken directly from previous studies investigating 
children's comprehension monitoring performances. New materials 
were developed because past work did not control for several text 
variables. Five specific problems were identified in the passages 
used previously: 

1) the type of between sentence error was not held 
consistent from one passage to another, 

2) the amount of conflicting J'-formation pertaining 
to the error was not constrained from oae passage 
or one type of error to another, 

3) there was not control over the placement of the 
error in the passage, 

4) the number of sentences intervening between the 
error information and the information it con- 
flicted With was not held constant, 

5) other text characteristics such as sentence 
complexity, length, and readability level 
were left to vary without precise measurement 
or control. 
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The .^rror passages for the present study were constructed so 
that each of these problems could be controlled or eliminated • 
First, each passage contained only one error, and the type of in- 
consistency errors to be ustd were specifically designated. An in- 
conjistency error was defined as a sentence in which a major concept 
from one previous sentence was replaced either by an antonym or by 
a negation of a synonymous concept from the previous sentence. For 
example the sentence, "Aluminum is a cheap metal/* is inconsistent 
with the sentence, "It would be expensive to buy aluminum for the 
sides," because the concept " cheap " is replaced with the antonym 
"ex pensive " in the latter sentence. Likewise, the sentence "Stunt 
people take risks for the movie stars," is inconsistent T/ith the 
sentence, "But stunt people never take chances for another person," 
because the concept "take risks " is replaced with a negation ot a 
synonymous concept " never take chances" in the latter sentence. All 
antonym and synon^Tn concepts were taken from the Roget's Unive r sity 
Thesaurus (1963). 

The decision to employ 'o kinds of inconsistency errors was 
based on practical rather than theoretical concerns, F5rst, by 
employing two different kinds of inconsistencies, response biases 
could be avoided. Secondly, the incorporation of two kinds of errors 
aided in the construction of passages • An effort was made to 
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control for this variable by assigning equal numbers of each error 
type at each tasting interval for every student. 

Moreover, by specifying the type of error as either an antonym 
or a negation, the amount of conflicting information pertaining to 
the error was constrained. That is, only two sentences of the 
passage contained the information necessary to detect the error. 
In all cases the error sentence was consistently defined as the 
''atter sentence which contradicted a concept stated in one previous 
sentence. 

The placement of the error sentence was controlled in two ways. 
First, neither the error sentence nor the sentence containing the 
contradicted information was placed in the first two sentences « 
Secondly, half of the passages were written with error sentences 
occ .ring as the last sentence of the passage and half of the 
passages had error sentences occurring in the middle of the text • 
The amount of information intervening between the target error and 
the sentence it contradicted differed depending on whether the 
error occurred at the middle or at the end of the text. Errors in 
the middle oZ the text had one to two sentences intervening whereas 
the errors at the end of the text had four or five sentenc ,er- 
vening between the target error and the sentence it contradicted . 
Students were assigned an equal numbeiT of passages with errors from 
each location in order to control for the placement and amount of 
intervening information. 
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Finally, the passages were ^nrlcten to control for several 
other text variables, such as length, sentence complexity, and 
readability level, /ll pa&<?ages were written at or below a fourtt- 
grade reading level as determined Ly the Fvy Readability p-^oc^dure 
*Maginni&, 1969) • Each passage contained from nine cc eleven 

tences with an avcrap^ of eighty-three words. Ihe designated 
target error senter::es were similar in length and in syntactic 
structure. Additionally, twelve filler passages were written 
tc oe similar to the error passages. The nximb^.r of words and 
sentences and the readability level of the twelve error passages 
and the twelve filler r»assages employed in the final study can 
be found in '''able 2. 

In summary, all passaget were co^jstructed to be similar in 
length and rea^lahility level. More Importantly, however, the 
error passages were written to vary along two dimension?, error 
type and error placement. This resulted in a two by two matrix 
consisting of four types of error passage.-?. At the outset of the 
st-udy six stories were written to correspond to each cell of the 
•matrix as displ.^ .d in Figure 1. This is, oifferent passages 
were written to contain six each of the followiagt antonym errors 
placed in the middle of the p. «8age, antonym error^ placed at the 
erd of the passage, negation errors pxaced in the middle of th~ 
passage, and n.'^gation errors placed at the enJ of the passage. 
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Table 2 

Word Counts, Sentence Counts, and Readability Levels of the 
Final Tvelve Erro^ Passages and Filler Passages 



Error Passages 



Title 


Number of 


Number of 


Readability 




Words 


Sentence s 


Grade Level 


Camp 


80 


9 


3.3 


Diamonds 


76 


10 


3.5 


Fish 


97 


10 


'..5 


Houses 


83 


9 


4 0 


Hummtngbird 


75 


9 


3.3 


Icebergs 


93 


11 


2.7 


Ireland 


81 


10 


3.9 


Journal 


81 


10 


3.3 


Oyster 


92 


11 


3.5 


Rat 


76 


10 


3.5 


Stun' People 


76 




3.5 


Worms 


89 


11 


2.8 




Filler Pas -jages 




Title 


Number of 


Number of 


Readability 




Words 


fentei ".es 


Grade Level 


Body 


89 


10 


3.3 


'bridge 


86 


10 


2.7 


Buttons 


74 


10 


4.0 


Cocoa Bean 


76 


9 


2.5 


Coin 


81 


9 


2.8 


Feathers 


87 


10 


3.2 


Flying Belt 


10? 


11 


2.7 


News 


96 


10 


3.0 


Octopus 


89 


10 


3.5 


Roots 


80 


10 


2.3 


Rubber 


107 


11 


3.0 


Venus Flytrap 


8/, 


10 


2.5 



ERIC 



84 



Erro^ Type 



Antonyms Nega 1 1 o -i / Synony-T s 





Middle 

Error 


Six 


passages 


Six 


passages j 
^ 1 




Placement 

End 


Six 


passages 


Six 


passages | 
1 



Figu/ p 1, A iB'^trix of error passages. 
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Information from several Barnell Loft Skill Building (Boning, 
1972) workbook series (I.e., Getting the Main Idea , Finding the. De- 
t ails , Drawing Conclvslons , levels B - D} was used In constructing 
the panszL^caw Each of the 33 passages (i.e.^, 24 error and 12 filler) 
and their titles were typed In b^ock capital letters in the middle 
of 27.5 cm, X 21.5 cm, white sheats. The remainder of this section 
will preserst the procedures used to seltict the twelve error pas- 
sages selected fo;: the final experiment, (See Appendix A for ex- 
amples of the 24 passages Included in the final study. 

Pilot Studies 

From the original 24 error passages, only 12 passages were 
selected for the final study. The final selection of enor pas- 
sages was based on the results of three pilot studies. The pur- 
pose and procecur'*s of teach study will be briefly reviewed to 
outline the rationale for the final selection of passages. 
Pilot Study 1 - Adult Verification 

The purpose of the first plxot study was to assess whether ma- 
ture, rdult readers would readily identify the predesignated target 
errors. Ten '^cllege undergraduates enrolled in an Eaucatlonal Psy- 
chology course received extva credit for participating in the study. 
The students were asked to judge some materials that had been wit- 
ten for children's workbooks. The students were told: 
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"We have written some passages for children's work- 
books. We want to find out if the storie are easy to 
understand. So I would like you to read the passages 
and then decide if there are any problem parts that 
make them hard to understand. 

Please underline any parts that you think are con- 
fusing. Some passages may have problems in them and some 
may not. If you think that f.verythin]; in the passage 
is OK, that is, if the passage has no problems, then 
do not underline any sentences. 

If you do underline any sentences in the passage, 
please give a reason for your decision at the bottom 
of the story. This will help us to make changes in 
the stories later. 

OK, if you don't have any questions, you can 
go ahead and read and judge the stories. When you are 
finished please rais*^ your hand and I will come to 
collect yov.r booklet. 

Thank you for helping us with this." 
Each persoTi silently read and judge'I thirty stories (i.e., 
twenty-four erro^u and six of the filler passages). The stories were 
presented in packets with the order of presentation randomly deter- 
mined for each student. An error was scored as correctly identified 
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if both the designated target error sentence was underlined and an 
explanation referring to the conflicting information was given. The 
percentages of correct adult responses for each of the twenty-four 
error stories can be found under StuJy 1 in Table 3. 

Adult verification was one of the three criteria used to deter- 
mine the passages selected for the final experiment. That is, only 
passages containing errors which were correctly identified and ex- 
plained by 90% or more of the adults were considered. Further 
discussion of the selection procedure is detailed below. 

Pilot Study 2 - Fifth-Grade Verif^cation 

The purpose of the first pilot study was to assure that all er- 
rors were easily detected by mature adult readers. The purpose of 
the second pilot study » on the other hand, was to establish that 
fifth-grade students would have difficulty detecting the same embed- 
ded errors. This was deen^ed necessary since the present materials 
were substantially differenc from those used in the past. Three 
classes of f itth-grade children were tested in groups within their 
own classrooms. The schools were located in the same geographic 
area as the schools in the main study. Several different packets 
of stories were constructed consisting of four error passages and 
four 'lller passages. The order of passage presentation was random 
within each packet. Students from each class were randomly 
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Table 3 

Results of Pilot Studies on Original Thirty-six Error Pa-sages 





Antonyms 




Nega 


tion/Synonyms 






Middle 








Middle 






Title 


Study 


Study Study 


Title 


Study 


Study 


Study 




1* 


2** 


3*** 




1* 


2** 


3*** 




N-1 0 

ii J. 


N-11 


N-24 




N-10 


N-11 


N-24 


Camp 




18 


100 


Houses 


100 


9 


96 


Kangaroo 


100 


27 


96 


Ireland 


100 


9 


100 


Oyster 


100 


00 


92 


Journal 


90 


9 


100 


Pigeons 


50 




100 


Koalas 


90 


27 


100 


Si aKes 


100 


45 


100 


Loch Ness 


90 


9 


100 


Stunt People 


100 


09 


100 


Sugar 


60 




92 




End 








£nd 






Title 


Study 


Study Study 


Title 


Study 


Study 


Study 




1* 


2** 


3*** 




1* 


2** 


3*** 




N-10 


N-]l 


N-24 




N-10 


N-11 


N-24 


Ants 


90 




77 


Diamonds 


100 


00 


100 


Corn 


100 


45 


96 


Iceberg^s 


^JO 


18 


100 


Favorite 








Ice Cream 


70 




100 


Dish 


100 


36 


92 


Rain 


100 


63 


100 


Fish 


100 


9 


96 


Subway 


90 




96 


Hummingbird 


90 


9 


100 


Worms 


100 


18 


100 


Rat 


90 


18 


96 











* percentage of adults correctly identifying errors. 
** percentage of fifth-grade students correctly identifying errors. 
*** percentage of fourth-grade students able to identify the opposite 



concepts on the multiple choice test„ 

NOTE: The underlined titles are the passages selected for the final 
study. 
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distributed an eight-page test packet (i.e., one passage on each 
page). The instructions given to the young students were the saiue 
as those given to the college adults. Students were given as much 
time as needed to silently read and judge the stories. The children 
were told to request help with words they could not read. Only a 
few students required deriding assistance. 

An error was scored as correctly identified il' the designated 
error sentence and a ^orrect explanation were given. The percentage 
of correct child responses for each of the twenty-four error stories 
can be found under Study 2 in Table 3* The percentage of f:'-fth- 
graders correctly identifying ^he passage errors was another criter- 
ion used to determine the passages selected for the final experiment. 
A decision was made to include a passage if less than twenty percent 
of the fifth-grade students correctly identified the error. 

A tally was made of the types of responses generated for each 
error passage to determine whether students received scores cf zero 
because they did not identify the errors or J id not verbalize the 
explanation of the error. As mentioned previously, a score of one 
indicated that a child identified an error and eocplained the problem 
by referring to the contradictory information in the passage. Cn 
the other hanc*, a score of zero was given for all othei re.>ponses 
including: 1) a child indicating an error passage was completely 
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acceptable, 2) a child identifying some other aonprobleniatic infonaa- 
tion in an ^rror passage, or 3) a child identifying the correct tar- 
get error sentence but not providing a ^or^ect explanation of the 
error. Out of the 220 possible responses (i*e*^ 55 students x four 
possible errors), 48 responses (22%) received a score of one, 152 
responses (69%) received a score of zero because nothing in the 
error passages was designated as problematic. Thirteen (6%) out 
of the possible 220 responses received a score of zero because non- 
error information wes identified as problematic, and seven responses 
(3%) received a score of zero b**cau8e the tirget error was underlined 
but was not correctly explained. On the basis of these results it 
was concluded that zero responses were primarily a result of chil- 
dren's tendency to say that a passage containing a blatant contra- 
diction was perfectly comprehensible. 

Additionally, an inspection was miAe of the number of errors 
correctly identified by each child to determine what percentage of 
the children were able to detect most of the errors spontaneously. 
Previous work with different materials had suggested that similar 
'between-sentence* error tasks were difficult for fifth-grade level 
children. From a total of 55 stude-'^s tested, only six students 
(10%) detected three or all of the four errors in the packet. On 
the basis of this finding it was assumed that there was room for 
Improvement in fifth-grade students with the present error detection. 
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Pilot buudy 3 - Fourth-Grade Test of Opposltes 



A third pilot study was condu'^ted to determine If the opposi- 
tional concepts In the error passages were easily understood by 
young students when not embedded In test passages* This was done to 
Insure that poor comprehension monitoring performances were not just 
a reflection of the fact that students did not know that the two con- 
cepts were Indeed contradictory. Additionally, since readcs of dif- 
ferent comprehension levels were employed. It was necessary to assume 
that the Inconsistent concepts would be equally familiar to both 
groups. Thus, students at a lower grade level (I.e., fourth-grade) 
than that used In the final study were tested on their knowledge of 
the opposite concepts used In the error passages. If younger stu- 
dents could successfully Identify the opposite concepts It could be 
reasonably assumed that the same concepts would be familiar to older 
children* 

A multiple-choice test was constructed to assess the children's 
knowledge of the opposite concepts. The concepts were presented In 
short simple sentences . Each Item of the test represented one of the 
twenty-four opposite concepts used In the error passages. For each 
Item, one sentence was presented followed by three other sentences, 
one of which was opposite to the first s^^ntence. A student was in- 
structed to circle thf: sentence opposite in meaning from the first 
sentence. A correct response corresponded to one of the target erro^ 
concepts. The multiple- choice test can be fcand in Appendix B. 
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The multiple-choice test was group administered to one fourth- 
grade class consisting of twenty-four students. The students fol- 
lowed along as the experimenter read each item. The instructions 
given to the student were as follows: 

"I need your help today. I want to find out if chil- 
dren your age know what opposites are. I w5.11 be asking 
you to find the opposites of some sentences. Do you know 
what I mean by an opposite? For example, if I said tne 
word black - a word that would be an opposite color is 
white . Right? 

OK, Please look at the top page tinder your name. 
On the top line is the sentence: They are big things . 
Now look below that sentence to the three choices be- 
low. Listen as I read each answer. VJhicti means the 
opposite of: They are big things? A) They are bright 
things . B) They are gTuall things , or C) They are 
pretty things? Listen as I read the sentence and 
choices .again. (A, B, C) Now circle the letter 
next to the sentence that means the opposite of the 
top sentence: They are bi^ things . Did you circle 
_B? That is the ri^ht answer • 

Now does everyone understand what I mean by choosing 
the opposite? Any questions so far? 
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OK. On this paper you will have twenty-four more 
sentences. For each one I will read the t,op sentence 
first then I will read the three sentences below it. 
Please read along with me. After I am finished read- 
ing I want you to cxrcle the letter next to the sen- 
tence that is the opposite of the idea in the first 
line. OK? Any questions? I will read all of the 
sentences twice. Please listen carefully to all of 
the choices. Make sure you circle just one letter. 

OK. Open your booklets to the next page and 
look at number // > It says // , Now look below 
it and listen to the three choices. Which means the 

opposite of A) , B) , or C) ? Listen 

again as I read the: top sentences and the choices. 
OK. Circle your answer." (Saafc procedure for all 
items.) 

The precentage of students selecting the correct opposite for 
each item is 3l.,u shown on Table 3 under Study 3. Familiarity with 
the opposite concepts was another criterion used to determine the 
passages selected for the final experiment. Specifically, any op- 
posite concepts that were correctly identified by over 90% 
of the Tourth-graders were assumed to also be known by fifth-grade 
students (i.e., the age to be tested in the final experiment). The 
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fact that the young children could easily identify opposite concepts 
in a multiple-choice test, but yet had difficulty detecting these 
same inconsistencies embedded in texts lends further support to the 
idea that young students do not apply comprehension monitoring stra- 
tegies during reading. 
Selection of the ?inal Error Passages 

The three pilot studies provided a means of assessing the 
twenty-four passages. A verification of each error was obtained 
through the consensus of adult judges in Study 1, The results of 
Study 2 indicated whether the errors were difficult for young chil- 
dren to detect. Finally, the results of Study 3 r^atermined whether 
young children understood the opposite concept corresponding to each 
error. 

Based on the three pilot studies, twelve error passages were 
selected for use in the final experiment. A passage was selected 
if it satisfied the three following criteria: 

1) At least 90% of the adults in Study 1 
were able to identify the error. 

2) Less than 20% of the fifth-grade 
students in Study 2 were able to 
identify the error. 

3) At least 90% of the fourth-grade 
students in Study 3 correctly selected 
the opposite concept on the multiple- 
choice test. 
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Additionally, the error passages were selected so that the 
four types of error passages were equally represented. That is, 
three of the twelve passages contained antonym errors occurring 
in the middle, three contained antonym errors occurring at the 
end, three contained negation errors occurring in the middle, 
and three contained negation errors at the end. The titles of 
the twelve error passages and the twelve filler passages used in 
the final experiment are presented in Table 4. 

The final twelve error passages were then assigned in random 
blocks to one of twelve test packets, with four stories designated 
as the pre, four as the immediate, and four as the delay test 
items. The twelve packets were constructed so that every error 
passage was represented equally across all testing times. Addi- 
tionally, the four error passiges at each testing time contained 
one of each type of error passage (i.e., one passage from each 
cell of Figure 1). Students in each training condition were 
randomly assigned to one of the twelve test packets to insure 
that all error passages were equally represented across each test- 
ing time and each training condition. The title of the stories 
used at *>ach testing time for all twelve test packets can be 
found in Appendix C. 
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Table 4 



List of Stories Used in Final Experiment 



Error Stories 



Title 



Error Type 



Error Placement 



Camp 
Oyster 

Stunt People 
Fish 



Negation 

Negation 

Ne^^ation 

Negation 

Negation 

Negation 

Antonym 

Antonym 

Antonym 

Antonym 

Antonym 

Anconym 



Middle 
Middle 
Middle 
End 



Hummingbird 



Rat 



End 
End 



Houses 

Ireland 

J'^urnal 

Diamonds 

Iceberg 

Worms 



Middle 
Middle 
Middle 
End 



End 
End 



Filler Stories 

Title 

Body 

Bridge 

Buttons 

Cocoa Bean 

Coins 

Feathers 

Flying Belt 

News 

Octopus 

Roots 

Rubber 

Venus-Flytrap 
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The pre. Immediate, and delay test packets always consisted of 
four error passages and four filler passages. The filler passages 
presented at each testing time were randomly preselected. All stu- 
dents received the same filler passages at each testing time. The 
order of presentation for the eight passages at each test time was 
randomly determined. This was accomplished by shuffling the pages 
containing each passage. All of the twelve error passages and the 
twelve filler passages used in the final experiment can be found 
in Appendix A. 

Procedure 

Pilot Study 4 - Training^ Procedures 

Before the actual study was begun, a fourth pilot study was 
conducted with an independent group of fifth-graders. The purposes 
of this study were: 

1) to determine whether four error passages would 
be sensitive enough to detect variations in 
student performance, 

2) to test the clarity of the specific self- 
inPtructions, 

3) to determine children's error detection per- 
formances before and immediately after specific 
self-instruction and control didactic instruc- 
tion, and 
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4) finally, to contrast the performance gains of 
children in the two instructional conditions. 

Twenty students from one fifth-grade classroom were subjects in 
this pilot study. Ten students were randomly assigned to either 
the Specific Self-Instruction condition or the Control-Didactic 
condition. Sex and reading ability level (i.e., as determined by 
the teacher's rating) were counterbalanced across each condition. 
Students were tested on their error detection performances before 
and Immediately after receiving training corresponding to their 
designated condition. 

The materials for the study were eight error and eight filler 
passages selected randomly from the pool of thirty-six passages. 
The same passages were presented to all students but the presenta- 
tion time for each passage (i»e., pretraining versus posttraining) 
was randomly determined. Students were given four filler and four 
error passages at each test time with the restriction that the error 
passages at each test time included both locations and t^-pes of 
errors. That is, students orally read one passage corresponding to 
each cell of the matrix in Figute 1 during each test time. 

Students were seen in two individual sessions. During the 
pretest session all students were given the following instructions: 



"Hi, my name is 



I am ^'orking on a 



project where we are writing stories for children's 
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workbooks. I want to make sure that the stories are 
easy to understand. So that is why I would like your 
help. 

I would like you to judge some stories. It is 
hard for me to know sometimes what would be hard for kids 
your age to understand. So your job will be to decide 
if there are any problems with the stories. Some of 
the stories may be hard to understand because of problem 
parts. I want you to underline any parts of the story 
that are hard to understand. Underline anything you 
think is confusing in the story. Some of the stories 
may be OK and may be easy to understand so you will not 
have to underline anything. As you read the stories 
you can make believe you are a detective looking 
for problems. 

Do you know what you are supposed to do? Any 
questions? If you need help reading any word I cau read 
it for you. But you decide all by yourself if there 
are any problems. If you think there are any problems, 
please underline them. If not, then do not underline 
anything. OK, here i^i the first story. Please read 
the story outloud." 
(Child reads.) 

"OK, any pro^^lems? 
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(After child decides - If a problem is indicated.) 

"OK, you just decided that this was a problem. Can 

you tell me in just a few words why you think it is 

a problem? This will help me make changes later on." 

Then students orally read and judged all eight pretest passages. 

Students were told not to discuss any of the passages or procedures 

with classmates and were told they would participate in one other 

session. 

The second session was hsld approximately three days later 
and consisted of a training and an immediate test phase. During 
the training phase children received instruction appropriate to 
their assigned condition (i.e.. Specific Self-Instruction or Control 
Didactic Instruction). The pilot study training procedures are 
identical to those used in the final experiment. Therefore, a 
more detailed explanation will be presented in the following 
section. The actual scripts used for the training can be found 
in Appendix D. 

Following training, all students were tested Imiaediateiy on 
their error detection performance with the eight passages designat- 
ed as the post training test packet. All students were told: 
"Now you will get some of my other stories. 
These stories are not practice stories. I want you to 
decide if there are any problems with these stories all by 
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yourself. Read the story out loud and remember to use 
the /thinking/ instructions just like you practiced, OK? 

Underline any parts that are confusing or any 
parts that are hard to understand. If everything is 
easy to understand then don't underline anyth ig. Some 
btories might have problems and some may not. Do you 
know what you are supposed to do? 

If you need help reading any word I'll read it 
tor you. But yon decide all by yourself if there are 
any problems in the story, OK? 

Here is the first story. Tell me when you ere 
finished deciding." 
(Child reads.) 

"OK. Any problems, or is anything hard to 
understand?" 

(After child decides - if a problem is indicated.) 

"OK, you just decided that this was a problem. 
Can you tell me in just a few words why you think it is 
a problem? This will help me to make changes later on." 
All children's responses or each passage of the pre and post 
training test packets were scored as either 0 or 1, indicating 
respectively an incorrect or correct response. A score of one 
indicated that a child underlined the target error and correctly 
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identified the designated contradictory information. A student's 
points were totaled across the four error passages to arrive at 
an error detection score for each test time. 

Different scores vers computed for children in the two training 
conditions by subtracting pretraining performance from posttraining 
performance, A one-way analysis of variance performed on the post - 
pre difference scores for each condition indicated there was a 
tignif leant difference in the performance gains between the two 
training conditions (F (1,18)« 4.985, £< .03). Students in the 
Specific Self-Instruction group Improved more in their error detec- 
tion performance than students in the Control-Dir'actic group after 
receiving the training. Table 5 displays the means and star lard 
deviations for the pretraining, posttraining, and difference score 
for each instructional condition # 

An inspection of the results in Pilot Study 4 also indicated 
that a test consisting of four stories was sufficient to defect 
variations in children's pre and post training performances. A 
ceiling effect was not evidenced in either condition even after 
training, suggesting there was room for further improvement. Final- 
ly, the results of the pilot study demonstrated that the training 
was easily administered and easily understood by all students. 
Based on these results and impressions, the same task and training 
procedures were adopted for the final experiment. 
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Table 5 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Pretraining, 
Posttraining, and Difference Scores for Each 
Instructional Condition in Pilot Study 4 



Specific Self Control Didactic 

Pre* Post* Difference** Pre* Post* Difference** 

X .60 3.00 2.40 .70' 1.90 1.20 

SD 1.08 .67 1.17 1.U6 1.29 1.23 

* Scores ranged from 0 to +4 for each student. 
** Scores ranged from -4. to +4. for each student. 



ERIC 



104 



93 



Study Proper 

Procedure for Experimental Study 

Following the inital reading ability screening, 78 students 
(i.e,, 39 superior and 39 average comprehenders) were selected 
to participate in the actual study. The 39 students from each 
reading comprehension level were randomly assigned to one of 
three training conditions. Specific Self -Instruction (SS-I) , 
Neutral Self-Instruction (NS-I) , or Control Didactic Instruction 
(C-D), resulting in 13 students per condition. 

All 78 students were seen iudividually for the next three 
session. Session one was designated as the pretest, session two 
included the training and Immediate test, and session three was 
designated as the delay test. Sessions one and two were spaced 
one week apart. Session three was scheduled within seven to ten 
days of session two. An outline of the procedure is presented 
below in Table 6 followed by a more detailed description of each 
individual session. 

During session one all students were pretested on their abi- 
lity to detect embedded inconsistencies. All students received 
instructions which were identical to the pretest procedure in 
Pilot Study 4. Students orally read and judged the eight pretest 
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Table 6 

Outline of Procedure Used in Pissertation Study 



Group Session 

a. Introdvction 

b. Placement Test - (Standardized Reading Test) 
Individu a l Session 1 

a. Pretest (8 passages; 4 error passages, 4 filler passages) 
Individual Session 2 

a. Training (2 example passages; 1 error, 1 filler passage) 

b, Immediatft Testing (8 passages; 4 error passages, 4 filler 

passages) 

Individual Session 3 

a. Delay Testing (8 passages; 4 error passages, 4 filler passages) 

b. Posttest Interview 
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passages associated with Uhelr assigned packet number. The children 
were given as much time as needed to respond to each passage. Be- 
fore leaving the children were told not to discuss any of thp pas- 
sages with their classmates. The entire pretest session took 
approximately twenty minutes. 

Two experimenters adralnls;^ered the experimental treatments 
during sessions two and three, one of whom had previously admlnis^ 
tered all oretests during session one. The two experimenters 
during session two and three tested an equal number of students 
from each Instructional condition at each reading ability level. 
Both experimenters were Caucasian females^ One experimenter, 
the author, was an advanced doctoral student; the other experi- 
menter was a master's level student. Scripts were written for 
each Instructional condition to Insure similar training presenta*^ 
tlons. Additionally, before any students were tested, the experi- 
menters spent three sessions together practicing the training 
procedures (i.e., a total of six hours). Finally, to olirjlnate 
any further procedural discrepancies, the experimenters observed 
each other during one actual administration of each type of 
training. 

Session two consisted of a training and immediate test phase. 
During tlie training phase, children received instruction correspond- 
ing to their assigned condition. The amount of training exposure 
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was equivalent across the three conditions. The instructional 
package for all conditions consisted of four steps. The entire 
four->sLtip procedure constituted one presentation of the instruction-^ 
al package. All students received a second presentation of the four- 
step procedure. Two example passages were employed during training, 
one with and one without an embedded error. One of the example 
passages was presented during each exposure to the four-step pro- 
cedure. The presentation order of the sample passages was randomized 
across all conditions. (The example stories used during training 
can be found in Appendix . .) 

The four-step procedure given to children in the two self- 
instruction conditions was similar to the Cognitive Behavior Modifi- 
cation procedure outlined by Meichenbaum (1975). The procedure is 
designed to promote the gradual internalization of instructions. 
One exa^ le passage was used repeatedly for each of the four steps. 

In step one of the procedure, the experimenter modeled the 
self-directives associated with a particular condition and performed 
tha corresponding example error detection task. During step two, 
the learner and instructor verbalized the self -direct ives together 
while performing the same example task. In step three, the learner 
performed the task once again only whispering the self-directives. 
Finally, in step four, the learner performed the task using covert 
self-instructions. The entire four-step procedure constituted one 
presentation of the instructional package. Each child was then 
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taken through the four-step procedure a second time using a differ- 
ent ocample passage. Thus, children in the self -instruct ion con- 
dition received eight repetitions of the traini ig strategy (i.e., 
four times with each of two passages) • 

When a child forgot any part of -^e procedure or if children 
gave an incorrect self-statement the examiner would Immediately 
correct their performance and restart them on that step. Only 
eleven students required this extra prompting. All students dis- 
played correct performances by the last step of the training pro- 
cedure. 

Children in the Control Didactic condition were also trained 
with a four-step procedure. During step one, the experimenter 
gave the instructions to the learner and read the corresponding 
example error detection task. During step two, the learner orally 
read the example passage and listened as the experimenter gave 
the Instructions. In step three, the learner whispered the passage 
and listened as the experimenter explained what to do. Finally, 
in step four the learner read the same passage silently and again 
listened to the instructions presented by the expel imenter . The 
same four-step procedure was repeated with the second example 
story. Thus, children in the Control Didactic condition were 
exposed to the training procedures and items an equal number of 
times as children in the self-instruction conditions. Children in 
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the control conditijn, however, never engaged in any active sell- 
verbalization. 

The content of the instructions was similar across the three 
conditions. The instructions consisted of the five essential 
components proposed by Meichenbaum (1975): a task relevant state- 
ment, a guiding statement, a reinforcing statement, a monitoring 
statement, and feedback (presented respectively in this order) . 
The children in the self-instruction conditions had the opportunity 
to internalize ♦•.hese statements while children in the didactic 
condition did not. 

The instructional statements for each of the above components 
were exactly the same for the Neutral Self -Instruction and Control 
Didactic conditions but differed in the Specific Self -Instruct ion 
condition. The statements for the NS-I and C-D did not specify a 
specific standard of evaluation criterion whereas the self ^statemen'js 
of the SS-I condition specifically designated the type of problem to 
look for in a passage. The exact statements for each of the Ihree 
conditions are presented in Table 7. The training scripts used for 
each condition can be found in Appendix D. 

The training phase took approximately twenty-five minutes 
for each child. Immediately after training, all children v/ere 
tested on their error detection performance with another set of 
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Table 7 

Training Statements for Each Instructional Condition 



Components of 

Task ^ levant: 
(a) 

Guid ing : 
(b) 



R? inf ore Ing 
& Guiding: 
(c) 

Monitoring: 

(d) 

Feedback: 
(e) 



Control Didactic 



Neutral Self-Instruction 



You stiould read the first 
two sentences and then 
<5top to listen about 
what to do. 

You need to be finding 
probleiiis. Like if there 
is something people might 
have trouble understand- 
ing. 



Good work (name) , Now 
you should read the whola 
story from the beginning 

Did you t ind any prob- 
lems'^ 



There is a problem part 
because here it says "jB* 
So yoM should underline 
the sentence that has 
the problem. The con- 
fusing part here is 



I will read the first two 
sentences and then stop to 
think about wnat to do. 



I need to think of finding 
problems. Like if there is 
something people might 
have trouble understanding. 



Good work (name) . Now I 
will read the whole story 
from the beginning. 

Did I find any problems? 



There is a problem pait be- 
cause here it says "B". 
So I will underline the 
senf^nce that has the pro- 
len. The confusing part 
here is "B*'. 



Specific Self-Instruction 



I will read the first two 
sentences and ttien stop to 
think about the kind of 
problem to look for. 

I need to think about find- 
ing ideas that are the 
opposite of each other. 
Like if one sentence in the 
story says o^e thing and 
then later another sentence 
says something opposite. 

Good work (name) . Now I 
will read the whole story 
from the beginning. 

Did I find any Ideas that 
were the opposite of each 
other? 

There Is a problem part be- 
cause here it says "B " . This 
part is opposite to the 
part that says *'A*' . So I 
will underline the jJentence 
that has the problem. The 
confusing part here is "B". 
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eight passages. Children were presented the same Immediate test 
instructions as in Pilot Study 4, Students were given as much 
time as needed to orally read and judge the eight passages. No 
student required more than twenty minutes to read all the passages. 
Before Itaving, each child was told (s)he would return for one 
last session and was reminded not to discuss any of the procedures 
or passages with classmates. The entire training and Immediate 
test session took approximately forty-five minutes. 

The third session was held from seven to ten days aft^.r the 
training session for all but two children. For one child, session 
three was held twelve days after session two and for the other 
child session three was held three days after the training ses- 
sion. All students were tested on their error detection perfor- 
mance with another set of eight passages. Children in the two 
self -instruct ional conditions were reminded to use the thinking 
instmctions but did not receive* any review of the training 
procedure. Children in the didactic condition were simply re- 
minded to think of the instructions given during the previous 
eession. Each child was told: 

"Hi, I have some more stories to ask your help 
with today. Do you remember last week how you helped me 
decide if my stories were hard to understand? Well, I 
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would like you to decide if there are any problems 
with these stories today, too. Please read the 
stories out loud. Try to remember to use (your 
thinking instructions) (the instructions) that we 
practiced last time. 

Underline any confusing parts. If everything 
is easy to understand, then don't underline anything. 
Some stories may have problems and some may not. 
Do you know what you are supposed to do? 

If you need help on reading any word just 
point to it and I'll read it for you. But you 
decide all by yourself if there are any problems 
in the story, OK? Here is the first story. 
Tell me when you are finished deciding." 

After completing the error detection task, all students were 
given a postexperimental interview. Students in the two self- 
instructional conditions were asked questions regarding the use of 
the training and were asked to recall the components of the self- 
instructions. Additionally, students in all three conditions were 
asked how they felt about judging the stories. For the last ques- 
tion of the interview, students were asked to explain the meaning 
of opposite and to give some examples of opposites. All students' 
responses were recorded. An example of the postexperiment interview 
form can be found in Appendix E. The entire delay test session 
took approximately twenty minutes. 
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Chapter 5 
Results 

A child's error detection score was based on the number of 
errors correctly idertified in the designated error passages, A 
score of one indicr .ed that the target error sentence was under- 
lined and the child's explanation of the error included the desig- 
nated conflicting sentence information. If a) nothing in the error 
passage was identified as problematic, b) the error sentence was 
underlined but no reference was made to the contradictory informa- 
tion during the explanation, or c) other nonerror information in the 
passage was underlined , the child received a score of zero for that 
passage. Only two percent of the total 936 responses received a 
score of zero due to b^ above, while six percent of che tot.al re- 
sponses received a score of zero due to c^ above. All other re- 
sponses were clearly right or wrong and no partial credit was 
given. 

The passages were scored blindly with respect to the child' c 
reading classification and experimental condition. Two judges 
independently scored all of the 936 error passages (i.e., twelve 
passages x 78 students). Only four scoring discrepancies were 
detected, all of which were resolved by the judges after further 
discussion, 
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Three separate scores (i.e., a pretest, immediate test, and 
a delay test error detection score) were calculated for every child 
by collapsing the scores obtained on the four error passages pre- 
sented during each test time. For each test time a child*s score 
could range from zero to four. The mean pretest. Immediate test, 
and delay test performances and the standard deviation for each 
ability level and each condition are recorded in Table 8, 

Next, the difference between the immediate test and pretest 
scores (i.e., Imm-Pre) was determined for each child to assess 
changes in error detection performances Immediately after training. 
Finally, the difference between the delay test and pretest scores 
(i.e., Delay-Pre) was determined for each child to assess changes 
in children's performances a week after training. Larger differ- 
ences are indicative of greater gains in performances. The mean 
gain score performances, and the standard deviation for each 
ability level and each condition are recorded in Table 9. All 
further analyses were conducted with the gain scores. 

Since the relative effectiveness of each type of training 
was to be assessed on the basis of these performance gains, it 
was necessary to demonstrate that student's exhibited equivalent 
pretest performances across each condition. A two-way analysis 
of variance (conJition by reading level) performed on the pretest 
performances alone indicated that across treatment conditions and 
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Table 8 

Means and Standard Deviations on the Total Pretest, Immediate 
Test, and Delay Test Scores for Superior and Average 
Readers in Each Experimental Condition 



Superior Readers 





Control-Didactic 


Neutral Self-Inst. 


Specific Self-Inst. 




Pre 


Innn 


Delay 


Pre 


Imm 


Delay 


Pre 


iTnm 


Delay 


X 


.92 


2.46 


2.46 


.77 


2.46 


2.54i 


.85 


3.62 


3.15 


SD 


1.32 


1.39 


1.66 


1.30 


1.39 


1.56. 


].34 


.65 


.90 



Average Readers 





Control-D idac t ic 


Neutral Self-Inst. 


Specific Self-Inst. 




Pre 


Imm 


Delay 


Pre 


Imm 


Delay 


Pre 


Imm 


Delay 


X 


.31 


.77 


.85 


.31 


.85 


1.77 


.46 


1.39 . 


1.62 


SD 


.63 


.60 


.99 


1.11 


.90 


1.64 


.88 


1.45 


1.61 
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Table 9 

Means and Standard Deviations on lamed iate-P re and Delay-Pre 
Gain Scores for Superior and Average Readers in 
Each Experimental Condition 



Superior Readers 





Control- 


Didactic 


Neutral Self-Inst. 


Specific Self-Inst. 




Imm-Pre 


Delay-Pre 


Inm-Pre 


Delay-Pre 


Imm-Pre 


Delay-Pre 


X 


1.54 


1.54 


1.69 


1.77 


2.77 


2.31 


SD 


1.39 


1.76 


1.44 


1.92 


1.64 


1.55 



Average Readers 





Control- 


Didactic 


Neutral Self-Inst. 


Specific 


Self-Inst. 




Imm-Pre 


Delay-Pre 


Imm-Pre 


Delay-Pre 


Imm-Pre 


Delay-Pre 


X 


.46 


.54 


.54 


1.46 


.92 


1.15 


SD 


.78 


1.13 


1.39 


1.56 


1.38 


1.28 



^^E Imm-Pre ^•^^^ 

^ , „ =^ 2.423 
E Delay-Pre 
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ability levels there were no significant differences nor were there 
any significant interaction of condition by reading level on pretest 
performances. Therefore, it was concluded that the similar pretest 
performances of all students allowed equivalent room fo^ impro'^re- 
ments • 

Separate and parallel analyses were conducted for the Immediate- 
Pre gain scores and the Delay-Pre gain scores. For both dependent 
measures a set of eleven parametric planned comparisons was examined 
(Dunn's, 1961, procedure). Over the eleven contrasts for each de- 
pendent measure there was a tct^.l familywise alpha rate of .15. This 
alpha-level is equivalent to the alpha distributed over an analogous 
two-vay analysis of variance design with three [Conditions] by two 
[Abilities]. The hypotheses tested in this study can be categorized 
into throe groups: (1) six pairwise comparisons between conditions 
within reading levels, (2) four pairwise comparisons between condi- 
tions across reading levels, and (3) one interaction comparison be- 
tween training conditions and reading level. (See Table 10 for 
contrasts performed and the corresponding alpha levels) . 

There were three pairwise contrasts within each ability level 
(i.e., for a total of six) testing for the effects ol' training. 
For each of these contrasts, directional one- tailed comparisons were 
used, each conducted at an alpha level of .0167* Four pairwise 
contrasts were conducted to compare the performance gains of students 
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Table 10 

Palrwlsc Comparlrfonjj Pertornied on lowiad Ute-Prc and Uelay-Pre 
Cain Scorett Acro<a Three Condlilcna and Two Reading Levels 



Cain 


Score 


Superior Conprehi-ndrr s 


Al/Ari >^ ^ rill J ■ 1 1 A -% J 

iiv e r a ^ c K.crz o r ^ * 1 6 nc 


Specif ic 


Pre 


I>clay<- 
Fre 


Control Kejtral 




Control Neutral 


Didactic <k#lf*-Tnsr 


^ai I* ins t . 


Didactic Self-Inat. 


Selt-lnst , 


t 


ill 


-1 


♦1 










•1 >1 








v> 




-1 
















-I 


♦1 


^& 


Vll 


















-1 


♦1 


** 




-1 






♦1 






•1 




♦I 




fii 






-1 




41 






-1 




♦1 




a** 


Via 


4 


1 


1 

* 2 


4 



Alpha lev>.l - .0167 
Alpha level - .005 
Alpna lev«l - .01 
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with different reading levels. All of these contrasts were non- 
directional, each conducted at an alpha level of .005. One inter- 
action contrast tested if the t;*'pe of self-instruction interacted 
with the reading level of the students. This directional interaction 
contrast was conducted! at an alpha level of eOl. Each of these 
eleven contrasts were performed separately on the mean immediate 
gain scores and the mean delay gain scores for a total of twenty- 
two contrasts. The description of the results will correspond to 
the above presentation order with the results of the immediate 
gain scores always preceding the results of the delay gain scores. 
Contrasts Within Reading Levels 

The immediate performance gains of students in each training 
condition were co^ptrLd with one another to assess the effects of 
the different types of training. Each of these comparisons based 
on 72 error degrees of freedom was performed with a = .0167. 

Since specific predictions had been made regarding the effect 
of the specific self-instructio*^ and the effecL of neutral self- 
instruction versus didactic instruction, each of t.ie three pairwise 
comparisons within each reading level were directional. Only one 
comparison, the Specific Self -Instruction group versus the Control 
Didactic group was significant, and this was true only for the 
superior readers with a ^ of 2.30. All remaining comparisons of 
the Specific Self -Instruct ion group versus the other two instructional 
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groups ari comparisons between the Neutral Self-Tnstmction group 
versus th» v>ontrol Didactic group were nonsignificant. The Jt's 
were less than 2.01 in absolute value. 

Therefore, Immediately after training, superior readers who 
received the specitic S~I instruction evidenced significantly great- 
er Improvements than students who received either the NS-I or C-D 
instruction. This was not the case for the average readers where 
all contrasts between conditions were nonsignificant. 

The same pairwise contrasts between each training condition 
were performed on the delay gain scoies for both reading levels. 
None of the six pairwise contrasts were significant, with all t_'s 
less than 1.51 in abbolate value. Thus, one week after training 
there were no improvement differences between the instructional 
conditions. That is, students in Gil conditions displayed equi- 
valent performance gains one week after training. 
Contrasts Between Reading Levels 

There were two non-directional comparisons made between average 
readers in each of the self -instruction groups versus the superior 
readers in the control group. Each of these comparisons based on 
72 error degrees of freedom, was performed with an a = .005. 
Neither of these comparisons was significant for either the immeai- 
ate gain scores or 'ielay gain scores. All Jt's were less than 1.87 
in absolute value. 
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Two-nondirectional comparisons were made between average 
readers and superior readers in the two self-instructional condi- 
tions. Each comparison was based on 72 error degrees of freedom 
and performed with an a » .005, Tha immediate mean performance 
gain of superior students in the Specific S-I condition was signi- 
ficantly greater than the immediate performance gain of the average 
students in the same condition, with a Jt of 3.45, However, there 
was no difference between the Immediate performance gain of the 
superior and average students in the Neutral Self-Instruction condi- 
tion* 

After a week's delay period there were no differences between 
the mean performance gains of the superior and average students 
who received either type of self -training. All _t's were less than 
2,15 in absolute value* 

Thus, the superior students improved more in their error de- 
tection performance as compared to the average students Immediately 
after receiving the Specific S-I training but the significant dif- 
ference between the two ability levels did not remain after a week's 
delay period. On the other hand, the better comprehenders who re- 
ceived the Neutral S-I did not evidence significantly greater per- 
formance gains than the average comprehenders in the same condition. 
Interaction Contrast 

Finally, the data were analyzed to assess if an interaction 
effect between type of self-instruction condition and ability was 
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present. One directional interaction comparison was made for both 
:he liranediate and delay gain scores • Each contrast was performed 
af he ,01 alpha level. Neither of these tests for interaction 
was significant with both t^*s less than 1.96 in absolute value. 



The results of this investigation can be stimmarized in light 
of the original hypotheses as follows: 

1,2. For both the superior and average comprehendei s there 
^as no significant difference between the NS-I .'^nd C^J) instruction. 
This was true for both tlie Immediate and Delay gain scores. 

3,4. For the superior comprehenders, significantly greater 
performance gains were evidenced when students had received Specific 
S-I training in contjrasr. to the C-D training immediately after train- 
ing. For the average comprehenders, the performance gains evidenced 
by students receiving the SS-I training were equivalent to students 
receiving the C-D training. However, for both ability levels, 
there were no mean performance gain differences between the SS-I 
and C-D conditions after a v/eek's delay interval. 

5,6. The contrast between the two types of self-instruction 
vjas not significant within each group of students either immediately 
after training or one week Inter. 

?• The contrast between the average readers who received 
specific self-training and the superior readers in the control 
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didactic condition was nonsignificant. This was true for perf ord- 
inances tested Immediately after training and after a week's delay 
period. 

8. The contrast between the average readers who received the 
neutral self-training and the superior readers in the control 
didactic condition was nonsignificant. This was true for perfor- 
mances tested immediately after training and one week later. 

9. The comparison made between the average and superior compre- 
heiiders who received the Specific self-instruction was significant. 
Superior readers in the SS-I condition demonstrated greater Immediate 
performance gains than their less successful peers who received the 
same training. This superior Improvement was not maintained after 

a week's delay period, however. 

10. The comparison made between the superior and average compre- 
henders in the NS-I condition was nonsignificant indicating equi- 
valent performance gains between the two groups of readers. This 
was true for both the immediate and delay gain scores. 

11. There was no significant interaction found between the 
type of self-training and student's ability level. That is, the 
performance gain differences between the superior and average 
students did not change as a function of the type of self- instruct ion 
received. Again this result was true for both the Immediate and 
Delay gain scores. 
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Supplementary Analyses 

Three additional questions were of interest in this study. Two 
questions concerned the children's responses to the posttest inter- 
view. The third question addressed whether children's comprehension 
monitoring performance was affected by the type of or placement of 
the error. 

It will be remembered that students in the two self-instruction- 
al conditions were asked to recall the components of the self -in- 
struct ions following the delay testing. One possible explanation 
for the limited effectiveness of the self-instructional training 
might be that students did not recall the self -statements to be 
employed. An inspection was made of the percentage of students in 
each self -training condition who recalled five or all six of the 
self-statements during the posttest interview (see Table 11). From 
an examination of Table 11, it appears that across all conditions 
and both ability levels, an average of only 60% of the students 
were able to recall five or six of the self -statements one week 
after training. This less-than-optlmal recall of the self-directives 
may be one reason for the limited benefits of the self-instructional 
approach. However, if this was the case, one might expect to find 
a positive correlation between children's comprehension monitoring 
performances and recall of the self -statements. An inspection of 
Table 12, which displays these correlations for both groups of 
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Table 11 

Number of Superior and Average Students 
Who Recalled Five or Six of the 
Self-Statements and the Associated 
Percentages by Condition 







Neutral 




Specif ic 




Self- 


-Instruction 


Self 


-Instruction 




N-* 


% 


N« 


% 


Superior 








77 


Corapr ehend er s 


9 


69 


10 


Average 








47 


Compr ehend ers 


7 


54 


6 



*Total Number of Students « 13 per condition 
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Table 12 

Correlations Between Superior and Average Students' 
Immediate and Delay Comprehension Monitoring 
Performance and Recall of the Self -Statements by Condition 



Neutral 
Self -Instruct ion 



Immediate 



Delay 



Specific 
Self -Ins true t ion 



Immediate 



Delay 



Superior 
Average 



-.03 
.20 



-.47 
-.06 



-.04 
.01 



.43 
-.15 
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students, does not support this explanation; no significant linear 
relationships were found. In fact, the low and negative correla- 
tions obtained suggest that this recall measure was not related or 
was inversely related to students' comprehension monitoring perfor- 
mances. Therefore, alternative explanations are needed to explain 
why the self -instruct ion employed in this study was not more effec- 
tive than the didactic instruction. 

The second question of interest concerned the children's knowl- 
edge of the standard of evaluation criterion necessary for success- 
ful error detection. Student's responses to Posttest Interview 
question six were analyzed in order to determine if there were dif- 
ferences in the children's knowledge of "opposite concepts" across 
conditions and ability Icfvcls. Although pilot study three suggest- 
ed that children of this age should have no difficulty understanding 
the 'opposites' relation, it is still possible that the children in 
the final sample of the study proper did experience some difficulty. 

A response was given a score of one if a child gave either a 
correct definition or example of an opposite pair of words. All 
other responses received a score of zero. Two judges, unaware of 
the group and ability level of the subjects scored all of the 936 
responses. An inter rater agreement of 98% was obtained. 

The total number of students receiving a score of one on Post- 
test Interview question six and the corresponding percentage for 
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each condition and ability level is shown in Table 13. There appear 
to be no overall differences between the percentage of superior and 
average comprehenders in the Control^Didact ic condition who demon- 
strate knowledge of opposite concepts* There was perfect performance 
in these conditions. However, the average readers in the two self- 
instruction conditions, answered the question more inadequately than 
did the superior readers. In other words, fewer average readers, 
who received the self-instructional training appeared to have a good 
understanding of opposites. 

This might suggest that identification of the oppositional 
errors employed in this study would be more difficult for these 
students. Additionally, one would not expect these students to 
benefit from a cue to look for opposite ideas in the passage which 
in turn would tend to undermine the effectiveness of the specific 
self-instruction. On the other hand, it may simply indicate that 
the less successful students in these two conditions are not as 
adept at verbal explanations which may or may not hinder their 
error detection performances. 

The third supplementary analysis questioned whether the chil- 
dren's error detection performances varied as a function of where 
the actual error was placed in the text or the type of error it 
was. Table 14 displays the number of antonym and negation errors 
detected by the superior and average readers in each instructional 
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Table 13 

Number of Superior and Average Students Who Received 
a Score of One for Posttest Interview Question Number 
Six and the Associated Percenuages by Condition 





Control 
Didactic 


Neutral 
Self- 
Instruction 


Specif ic 
Self- 
Instruction 




N«* % 


N- % 


N= % 


Superior 
Comprehenders 

Average 
Comprehenders 


13 100 
13 100 


12 92 
7 53 


13 100 
10 76 


*Total Number 


of Students » 13 per 


condition 
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Table 14 

Number of Antonym and Negation Errors Tetected by the Superior and Average 

Students by Condition 









Control Didactic 




Neutral Self 
Instruction 




Specific Self 
Instruction 








Pre* 


Imm* 


Delay* 


Total 


Pre 


Imm 


Delay 


Total 


Pre 


IlMl 


Delay 


Total 


r 


Antonyms 


7 


15 


17 


39 


6 


19 


15 


40 


8 


23 


23 


54 


> 


Neg/Syn 


5 


17 


15 


37 


4 


13 


18 


35 


3 


24 


18 


45 




Antonyms 


3 


3 


6 


18 


2 


4 


12 


18 


2 


11 


11 


24 


7 
Z 


Neg/Syn 


1 


7 


5 


13 


2 


7 


11 


20 


4 


7 


10 


2" 



*Number of errors dctf>cted froma possible total of twenty-six 
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condition. Table 15 displays the number of errors detected by the 
superior and average readers in each instiuctional condition depend- 
ing on whether it occurred in the middle or the end of the passage. 
No statistical analyses were performed on these scores. An informal 
examination of Tables 14 and 15 can be made, however, to determine 
whether systematic differences were found between the two types of 
errors or between the two types of error placements. 

In terms of the type of embedded error, there appears to be 
a greater total number of antonym errors than negation errors de- 
tected (see Table 14) • This is true for all grovps of students 
except the average students In the Neutral Conditionr Thus, it may 
be the case that antonym errors are inherently easier to detect than 
negation errors. However, this conclusion is tempered hy the fact 
that only small differences between the antonym and negation errors 
were obtained during each test time. 

Conclusions regarding the ease with which students detect errors 
placed in the middle or at the end of a text can be drawn after an 
inspection of Table 15. It appears that more errors were detected 
when they occurred at the end rather than in the middle of a passage. 
This was true for all students across all conditions. Additionally, 
this pattern was consistently avidenced during each test time. From 
these results it can be concluded that the placement of the error in 
the text does affect students' comprehension monitoring performances. 
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Table 15 

Number of Middle and End Errors Detected by the 
Superior and Average Students by Condition 



Control Didactic Neutral Self- Specific Self- 

Instruction Inr true t ion 







Pre* 


Imm* 


Delay* 


Total 




Pre 


Imm 


Delay 


Total 




Pre 


Imm 


Delay 


Total 


s 
u 


Middle 




15 


15 


34 




4 


13 


13 


30 




5 


21 


20 


46 


p 


End 


8 


17 


17 


42 




6 


19 


20 


45 




6 


26 


21 


53 


A 


Middle 


2 


6 


4 


12 




2 


2 


8 


12 




2 


7 


9 


18 


V 

E 


End 


2 


4 


7 


13 




2 


9 


15 


26 




4 


11 


12 


27 



*Number of errors detected from a possible total of twenty-six errors. 
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It appears that fifth grade readers will be more likely to detect 
the 'between-sentence' error when the contradictory sentence occurs 
at the end of a passage. The greater ease of detecting errors 
at Lhe end of a text is evidenced in spite of the fact that there 
is a larger number of intervening sentences between the target 
error and the sentence it contradicts when the error is placed at 
the end rather than the Twiddle of the passages. 

Thus, it appears that children's error detection performances 
do vary as a function of the type of error present or the placement 
of the error in the text. Moreover, the variation in performances 
due to the error type and error placement is consistent across each 
training condition and for each reading ability level. 




Chapter 6 
Discussion 

The general purpose of this study was to determine whether a 
self-Instructional training approach would be successful in pro- 
moting children's comprehension monitoring performances during 
reading. Previous studies with school aged children have shown 
that successful comprehension monitoring abilities during reading 
are not evidenced until later in the elementary school years 
(Baker & Brown, 19f 1; Baker & Brown, in press; Markman, 1977, 1979). 
Moreover, past research suggests that less successful readers 
display relatively greater deficiencies in comprehension monitoring 
performances in contrast to their more successful peers (Garner, 
1980-1981; Kaufman, 1981; Katsonis & Patterson, 1980; Ryan, 1981). 
Immature readers often are not aware of their failures to compre- 
hend and do not efficiently detect major blocks to comprehension 
progress. This was found to be especially true when the obstacles 
purposely presented in passages required the integration of informa- 
tion across sentences (Garner, 1981; Garner & Kraus, 1980; Garner & 
Taylor, 1982; Markman, 1979; Pace, 1980, 1981). 

Although several explanations regarding inefficient monitoring 
have been posed, few studies have investigated instructional stra- 
tegies which might lead to more successful performances in young 
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children. The present study was designed to determine whether a 
self -instructional training approach could be employed to facili- 
tate comprehension monitoring performances in fifth-grade readers. 
Two types of se^f-instruction were investigated with students ex- 
hibiting either superior or average comprehension abilities. Addi- 
tionally, the effects of each type of training were assessed over 
tijne. 

As noted earlier, one group of questions addressed by the 
study reported here pertain to the effect of self-instruction: 
(1) Does the employment of a self-instructional strategy facili- 
tate increased comprehension monitoring performances as compared to 
equivalent teacher-directed instruction? (2) Does a more explicit 
variation of self-instruction which includes a specific standard 
of evaluation criterion promote increased comprehension monitoring 
performances in comparison to equivalent didactic instruction? 
(3) Does the inclusion of a specific standard of evaluation cri- 
terion within a self-instructional format promote greater improve- 
ments than less explicit self-instructional training? Each of these 
questions w 3 examined with students who were superior comprehenders 
and students who were classified as average comprehenders. 

The second set of questions addressed by the study reported 
here pertain to the performance differences between superior and 
average comprehenders: (4) Do average readers who have received 
either type of self-instruction display improvements in their error 
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detection performances equal to that of superior readers who have 
received didactic instruction? (5) Do superior and average students 
who receive the same self-instruction strategy training differ in 
their level of improvement? 

The first question concerns tha effect of self-instruction re- 
lative to equivalent didactic instruction. The overall results of 
this study do not support the contention that self- instructional 
training oromotes greater comprehension monitoring performances 
than a didactic teacher-directed approach. All students displayed 
similar Improvements on the number of errors successfully detected 
after receiving the control didactic or the equivalent neutral 
self -Instruction both Immediately after training and one week 
later. Thus, the '>re8ent study does not support the results of 
previous research which demonstrated that self-instructional train- 
ing was more effective than didactic instruction with perceptual- 
motor tasks (MeicVenbaum & Asarnow, 1981; Meichenbaum & Goodman, 
1971; Schleser, Meyers, & Cohen, 1981) and with reading comprehen- 
sion tasks (Bommarito & Meichenbaum, 1978; Short, 1981). 

On the other hand, in reference to question two, self -instruc- 
tion did elicit significantly grea ^umprehension monitori.ig 
Improvements than didaccic instruction wfien a specific standard of 
evaluation criterion was incorporated within the self-statements. 
Only the superior compreheiders displayed significantly greater 
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Improvements with the inclusion of a specific task criterion, how- 
ever. Apparently^ f or the superior readers the active self-regulation 
in conjuntion with a specific standard of evaluation promoted greater 
improvements than the didactic instruction. This was not the case 
with the average comprehenders. Average students did not benefit 
any more from the self-training that included an evaluation criterion 
than from the didactic training. This result is consistent with 
past work which has shown that older and better readers do benefit 
when given a specific evaluation standard (Baker & Anderson, 1982; 
Markman, 1979; Glenberg^ et al., 1980). 

An alternative explanrit iLun for the limited improvement of the 
average readers in the SS-I condition comes from an ini? action 
of the children's responses to question six on the Posttest Inter- 
view (see Table 13). For this question, all children wert asked 
to define and give an example of opposite words. Only 76% of the 
average^, students in SS-I condition were able to respond correctly 
as compared to 100% of the superior students. Thus, the average 
students may not have understood the standard of evaluation criteri- 
on required for the task. In order to assess whether average head- 
ers can benefit from the inclusion of a standard of evaluation 
criterion, future work must assure that all students understand 
the criterion which is provided during instruction. 

The significantly greater performance gains obtained by the 
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children in the Specific Self -Instruct ion group does lend support 
to the idea that self-instruction is more effective than didactic 
instruction. But the significance of this finding is vempered by 
at least two other facts. First, the greater improvement promoted 
by the Specific Self-Instruction condition relative to the , ther 
conditions was not maintained. The performance gains of the superi- 
or readers in the SS-I condition decreased over time while the gains 
of children in all other conditions Improved. Thus, students in all 
training conditions displayed equal performance gains when tested 
one week later. 

Secondly, one must be careful not to conclude prematurely thai, 
self -instruct ion was effective since the provision of the specific 
evaluation Btratidard might have accounted for the increased improve- 
ment. In fact, this latter explanation has been supported by past 
work which demonstrates that a specific standard of evaluation 
criterion Improves children's performances on other monitoring 
tasks (Markman & Gorin, 1981). In order to conclude that a self- 
instructional strategy aided comprehension monitoring, an evaluation 
standard would need to be included within a didactic control condi- 
tion. Thus, more work is needed to pinpoint the coi.tributlons of 
the self-training components. 

In reference to question three, no differences were found be- 
tween the performance gains of students in each of the self-instruc- 
tion groups. At no time did the performance gains of students in 
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the SS-I condition significantly exceed the performance gains of 
students in the NS-I condition. The inclusion of a standard of 
evaluation criterion increased the better reader's comprehension 
monitoring efficiency only in contrast to readers who received 
the didactic training but not in contrast to readers who received 
another self-instructional training variation. 

In s\unmary, the results of the study reported here do not 
provide strong support for the contention that self-instructional 
training may be more beneficial than didactic training in promoting 
greater improvements in the comprehension monitoting performances 
of young children. It appea'^s that students of both ability levels 
exhibited very low comprehension monitoring performances in the pre- 
test and then increased their performance uniformly after either 
diddctic or self-instructional training. It should be noted, how- 
ever, that the sustained or continued improvements in children's 
comprehension monit^'ring performances over time cannot be fully 
attributed to any of the training procedures in this study. Chil- 
dren may have evidenced as much Improvement ^/ith a simple reexposure 
to the task. An additional reexposure control group would be 
needed to determine if the training procedures utilized in this 
study promoted any greater improvements than additional practice 
with the task. 

A more optimistic picture is painted regarding the effects of 
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self-instructional training when a closer examination is made of 
students* actual performance levels after training. Table 16 
displays the percentage of students in each condition (n=13) who 
obtained scores of three or four (out of a total of four) on the 
Immediate and Delay Test. 

Inspection of these results shows that a higher percentage of 
students in the self-instructional conditions were detecting most 
of the errors. Even though all children evidenced improvements in 
their error detection performances after training, the self -instruc- 
tional training seemed to increase student's accuracy more than the 
didactic training. Thus, the benefits of the self-instructional 
training may have been obscured through the analysis on the gain 
scores alone. It would seem, though, that the possible insensitivlty 
of the gain score analysis does not fully account for the limited 
effects of the self-instrt^ctional training in this study. 

Another explanation that may account for these results concerns 
possible inadequacies of the self -instructional training procedures 
and/or lijnitations of the error detection paradigm which formed the 
basis for this conclusion. Before discussing these limitations, 
however, the performance gain contrast f between the two groups of 
readers will be presented. 

Contrasts were made between students exhibiting superior ana 
average reading comprehension abilities to determine whether 
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Table 16 

Number of Superior and Average Students Who Obtained a Score 
of Three or Four on the Immediate and Delay Test and 
Associated Percentages by Each Instructional Condition 



Control Didactic 
Immediate Delay 


Neutral S-I 
Immediate Delay 


Specific S-I 
Immediate Delay 


N=* % 


N= % 


N= % 


N= % 


N= % 


N= % 


Superior 
Comprehenders 


7 54 


7 54 


8 62 


9 69 


12 92 


9 69 


Average 
Comprehenders 


0 0 


1 7 


1 7 


5 38 


3 23 


5 38 



*Total Number of S*.udents « 13 per condition 
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self-instruction promoted equivalent Improvements in both groups cf 
students. It was anticipated that self-instruction would encourage 
more efficient strategy use in aveiage comprehenders and thus enable 
them to display equivalent gains in their comprehension-monitoring 
performances as their more successful peers. 

In reference to question four, it was predicted that the per- 
formance gains of the average readers who received self-instruct icn 
would not differ from the performance gains of the superior readers 
who received didactic training. The results did support this hypo- 
thesis in that the average readers did not significantly differ 
from their more successful peers, but, descriptively the average 
readers always displayed a lower level of Improvement as compared 
to the superior readers. 

In reference to question five, contrasts were made between the 
performance of the superior and average readers receiving either 
type of self -instructional training. Performance gain differences 
were not found between the average and superior readers in the 
Neutral Self-Instruction condition. That is, average comprehenders 
did not differ from the superior comprehenders in their ability to 
utilize the neutral self-instruction to improve their comprehension 
monitoring performances. 

On the other hand, specific self-instruction promoted greater 
performance gains for the better readers. That is, the superior 
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comprehenders outperformed the average comprehenders when presented 
a specific evaluation criterion within a self-instructional format. 
These findings are consistent with previous studies by Markman (1979) 
and Markman and Gorin (1981) which found fhat older students benefit- 
ted more from the provision of a criterion to guide their monitoring 
than younger students. In addition, this outcome sunpcr-ts the 3t»id> 
by Garner and Anderson (1982) which found that an explicit instruc- 
tional set did not facilitate the error detection performance of 
poor readers. It appears that the less successful readers do not 
benefit fiom the inclusion of specific evaluation criterion to the 
same extent as their more successful peers. As mentioned previously, 
however, the less successful readers (i.e., average readers) in this 
study may not have understood the criterion that was provided during 
training. It remains to be seen whether ability differences will 
or will not persist when the standard of evaluation criterion pro- 
vided is one which is equally familiar to both groups of readers. 

Finally, the predicted interaction between the type of self- 
instruction and reading level was not found. Differences between 
the Improvements evidenced by the two groups of readers did not 
change as a function of the type of self-instructional training. 
Again this result suggests that the average readers displayed equi- 
valent performance gains as their more successful peers. 

In summary, in all but one contrast average readers who received 
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self-instruction showed as much improvement as their more successful 
peers. Thus, the self-instructional approach employed iu *'his study 
may have allowed the average readers to adopt more active self- 
regulation processes enabling them to display equivalent performance 
gains as the superior readers. However, this conclusion cannot be 
justified solely on the basis of these results. One reason for this 
caution is that the comprehension monitoring performances of the two 
groups of readers did not significantly differ before training was 
initiated. Additionally, the previous finding that students dis- 
played equivalent gains in performance after receiving either the 
control or self-instructional training argues against the conclusion 
that self-instruction alone accounted for the equivalent ability 
performances. 

Moreover, an inspection of Table 8 demonstrates that the suc- 
cessful readers* mean performances on the Imediate and Delay test 
are consistently greater than the less successful readers. Thus, 
even though there were no significant performance differences, after 
training the superior readers consistently detected a greater number 
of errors than the average readers • 

There are several possible explanations for the limited bene- 
fits of self-instructional training found in this study which will 
be discussed in the following section. 
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Lim'^ tat lon 3 

Several factors may limit the validity and generalizability 
of the results in the present study. Potential limitations will 
be discussed in terms of the choice of population studied, the 
training and methodology employed, and the potential shortcomings 
of the error detection paradigm. 

The differences in subject populations used in the various 
studies investigating comprehension monitoring abilities may 
account for the nonsignificant training effects found in this 
study. Methods of assessing reading ability vary greatly across 
studies. Moreover, this problem is compounded by the fact that 
there does not exist a homogeneous classification of poor readers. 
It should be noted that the population of average readers included 
in this study is not representative of the poor readers in past 
studies* In fact, the a^ irage comprehension grade level score for 
the average fifth-^grade readers in this study was 4,89, This grade 
level equivalency cannot be considered a below average reading per- 
formance based on national norms* Thus, it is likely tha*: the 
average comprehenders included in this study are more similar to the 
better readers in past studies. And, it is possible that a self- 
instructional training approach may not be as effective with better 
readers , 

Secondly, several factors regarding the adequacy of the 



ERLC 



135 



training procedure employed In this study may account for the Inef- 
fectiveness of the self-training procedure. It might be argued 
that children were not successful at employing the self-Instructional 
strategy they were taught. As described In the methods section, 
the last step of the self-Instruction training procedure was a 
covert application of the self-statements by the child. Possibly, 
the children were not accurately applying the self-statements during 
this stage. No actual check was made when the child utilized the 
instructions covertly. The experimenter only listened while the 
child practiced the self -statements outloud. Thus, the limited 
success of this approach could have stemmed frcut children's diffi- 
culty in applying the self-instruction covertly. 

It is also feasible that the limited training procedure (i.e., 
one session) may not have been enough to promote efficient utiliza- 
tion of this strategy. The decision to train students in one session 
had been based on the successful results of the pilot study as well 
as practical time restrictions. In order to insure a more adequate 
assessment of the effects of self-instruction, future investigations 
need to employ an extended training procedure and include a means 
of assessing the child's utilization of the trained strategy. In 
fact, explicit routines to check one's success at employment of the 
strategy might be incorporated into the self-lustructional strategy. 
Brown and her colleagues have recently suggested that with more 
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difficult concepts and particulary with immature readers, explicit 
training in strategies should be coupled with routines to oversee 
the successful application of those strategies (Brown, Camrione, & 
Day, 1981), The training in this study was further limited because 
it did not ^rovide an explanation of the strategy's applicability. 
Strategy maintenance and generalization are more likely to be ob- 
tained when the training procedures include explanations concern'^ng 
the reasons why such strategies are useful (Brown, 1978), Given 
these various possiblities, which may have limited the effectiveness 
of the self -training procedure, only tentative conclusions should 
be drawn about the actual benefits of self -instruct ion. 

Differences in the experimental procedures utilized in the 
various studies investigating the comprehension monitoring abilities 
of children could also account for the present findings. That is, 
past studies utilizing the error detection paradigm typically do 
not evaluate children's spontaneous Improvement in comprehension 
monitoring performances. For example, in the Markman and Gori:» 
(1981) and Garner (1980) studies an assessment of children's compre- 
hension monitoring was made alter a single practice trial. The 
pre-post test design of the present study provided students with 
additional practice and exposure to the task. It may be that the 
re-exposure alone accounted for the general improved performances 
for all students. Unfortunately, the present experimental design 
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cannot effectively rule out this possibility since a simple 're- 
exposure-with-f eedback' control group was not included. 

Finally, the nonsignificant effects of the self-instructional 
approach could be attributed to the shortcomings of the error de- 
tection paradigm. Although the directed underlining detection 
measure used in this study provides a better index of monitoring 
ability than previous Markman-type error awareness interviews 
(Baker & Brown, in press; Kaufman, 1981; Paris & Meyers, 1981), 
several issues remain problematic (Winograd & Johnson, 1980). Of 
greatest concern here is the possibility that the error detection 
task is not sensitive enough to detect monitoring activities on 
the part of the learner. Five major difficulties with this paradigm, 
as they pertain to the prasent study are as follows. 

First, poor performances on the error detection task may not 
be representative of correspondingly poor monitoring abilities. 
For example, young students may overlook errors or "suspend their 
disbelief because much of what they have read is unbelievable" 
(Winograd & Johnson, 1980) . Older students may overlook errors 
because they believe that writers adhere to the Cooperative 
Principle which Implies that writers intend their messages to be 
truthful and unambiguous (Grice, 1977). In fact, subjective re- 
ports by adults have indicated that subjects may: (1) assign alterna- 
tive meanings to a text, (2) assume a writer has made a mistake and 
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ignore the error, or (3) use *fix-up strategies' (e.g., make in- 
ferences) to resolve the errors (Baker, 1979; Baker & Brown, in 
press; Garner & Alexander, 1981). However, these problems were 
alleviated to some extent in the present study since all students 
were explicitly told to look for errors. 

Secondly, the ambiguity of the typical 'be-a-consultant * or 
*be-an-editor' instructions may confuse students or may lead stu- 
dents to adopt different goals rather than the ones necessary for 
task completion (Baker, 1979; Wincgrad & Johnson, 1980), The fact 
that students in this study appeared to improve in their error detec- 
tion perfoxrmance following a simple explanation and practice trial 
(i.e., didactic training) would lend support to this idea. More- 
over, spontaneous Improvements have been noted in two recent studies 
in which a repeated exposure design was employed (Baker & Anderson, 
1979; Winograd & Johnson, 1980). Further work is needed to assess 
whether this improved performance was due to a better understanding 
of the task, an increased rapport with the examiner, or increased 
comfort with the testing situation. 

The experimental materials employed within an error detection 
paradigm represent the third area of concern. Recent work has 
shown that student's comprehension monitoring performances are 
influenced by the kind of errors and the location of the errors 
includea in a text (Baker, 1982; Garner & Andersen, 1982). These 
two factors have varied tremendously across and even within many 
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previous studies (Baker, 1979; Karkman, 1977, 1979; Garner, 1980). 
The characteristics of the mateiials employed are especially prob- 
lematic when generalizing beyond the scope of an individual study. 
Diffcirences between materials include'^ in the same study may also 
account for the presence of intra-individual and individual dif- 
ferences (BaVp.r & Anderson, 1982^ • The passages employed in che 
present study were carefully constructed to control for variation 
in target error type and placement. However, the method of assign- 
ing stories to students did not allow for a direct examination of 
passage effects based on the content of the passage. Future work 
naeds .o examine systematically how readers, treatments, and materi- 
als interact during comprehension monitoring processes. 

The fourth limitation of the error detection paradigm lies 
In the dilemma of attempting to externalize complex mental events 
(Brown, 1980; Nisbitt & Wilson, 1977). Verbal reports have been 
routinely employed to study comprehension monitoring abilities in 
children. Unfortunately, past work has sho',n that students may 
fail to report ^ tual strategies they are capable c: employing 
(e.g., as in instances where readers are not verbally facile — 
Brown, 1978) or conversely, may report using behaviors they do 
not dcmonstrace using (Brown & Lawtca, '*977; Garner & Reis, 1981). 
Although the directed underlining method employed in this study, 
minimized the verbalization required by a child, it is possible 
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that the young students in this study were not verbally facil-^, 
enough to explain the identified errors. 

Finally, the fifth difficulty attributed to the error detection 
paradigm is that studt.. .s may be reticent about criticizing the 
experimenter (Markman, 1979; Winograd & Johnson, 1980). This 
criticism had been countered in the present study by having several 
sessions over which the students were seen, by clearly designating 
the nonevaluative nr.cure of the task, and by having the same ex»- 
perlmenter/ child pairings during training and posttesting. Moreover, 
when all children were questioned about their reaction to the pro- 
cedures during the pcsttest interview (i-e., question number five), 
the majority of the students (i.e., 73 out of 78 ~ 95%) said that 
they did not feel "uncomfortable or bad" about pointing out problems 
in ^-he passages- Of course, the possibility still exists that stu- 
dents may not have candidly admitted to their uneasiness. 

In conclusion, it is likely that the error detection task 
amployed in this study was not a sensitive indicatoi of a child's 
metacognitive abilities. Several alternative comprehension monitor- 
ing paradigms have been recently employed including; eye movement 
technology (Baker & Anderson, 1982; Harris, Kruithof, Terwogt, & 
Visser, 1981), assessment of nonverbal behaviors (Flavell, Speer, 
Green, & August, 1980), documentation of studying or rereading 
behaviors (Garner & ReJs, 1981; Baker & Brown, in press), and 
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asking readers to assume teaching roles during a reading task 
(Garner, Wagoner, & Smith, in preparation). Each methodology 
has its own contributions to make and its own limitations- Future 
work is needed with a variety of measures to seek converging evi- 
dence of comprehension monitoring skills and to seek evidence that 
scxf-instructional approaches are a viable neans of promoting these 
skills in young children. 

Future Research and Educational Implications 

The preceding Imitations are Important considerations for 
future research with comprehension monitoring training. Although 
the self-instructional approach employed here did not differentially 
enhance comprehension monitoring performance gains, the means sug- 
gested that, especially for the average readers, the self-instruc- 
tional groups were better able to detect embedded text errors than 
the didactic training groups. There appear to be many possible 
and interesting extensions of the study reported here. Perliaps a 
more extensive self-tvaining procedure with a variety of materials 
and feedback regarding the utility of the technique would facilitate 
further recommendations regarding the applicability of self-instruc- 
' ional approaches to comprehension monitoring training (Belmont & 
Butterfield, 1977; Brown, Campione, & Barclay, 1979; Brown, Campione, 
& Day, 1981). In order to accomplish this aim, students could be 
given self -statements which address the functional relationship 
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between use of the self -instructional strategy and improved compre- 
hension monitoring performances. Similarly, to foster more cognitive 
awareness, children could be taught to ask themselves questions about 
their cognitive activities before, during, and after learning acti- 
vities. The desired end-product is that the self-interrogation 
strategy would help the student become more aware of possible compre- 
hension probleips, and in turn, take the necessary steps to repair 
their understanding (Brown, 1975; Ryan, tt al., 1982: Singer, 1978; 
Singer & Donlan, 1982). Finally, the benefits of self -instructional 
training approaches could be assessed using several different compre- 
hension monitoring paradigms (Baker, 1982; Garner & Anderson, 1982) • 

It is only in recent years that researchers have considered 
comprehension monitoring an essential aspect of reading compre- 
hension (Baker & Brown, 1981; Forrest-Pressley , in press; Yussen, 
et al., 1982). The Importance of finding methods to enhance 
children's employment of metacognitive abilities during reading 
cannot be overlooked. To date, very few studies have investigated 
the effects of self-instructional training on promoting effective 
comprehension monitoring during reading. Limited research has 
shown that it might be possible to teach self -training routines 
which increase children's ability to orchestrate, monitor, and check 
ongoing readJng activities (Baker & Brown, in press; Short, 1981). 
Thus, the possibility of employing self-instructional training to 
iTnprove more effective comprehension monitoring performances, especi- 
ally in problem readers, deserves further systematic evaluation. 



ERIC 



154 



143 

References 

Allan, K. K. The development of young children's metalinguistic 

understanding of 'letter/ 'word, ^ and 'sentence, ' (Technical 
Report # 531) Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin, Wisconsin 
Research and Development Center for Individualized Schooling, 
Dec, 1979. 

Asher, S. Children's ability to appraise their own and another 

person's communication performance. Developmental Psychology , 
1976, 12, 24-32. 

Asher, S. R. Referential communication. In G. J. Whltehurst and 

B. J. Zimmerman (Eds.), The functions of language and cogni tion. 

NY: Academic Press, 1979. 
Baker, L. Comprehension monitoring: Identifying and coping with 

text confusions. Journal of Reading Behavior , 1979, 11, 363- 

374. 

Baker, L. Developmental differences In children's use of three 

standards for evaluating their comprehension . Paper presented 
at the Southwest Conference on Human Development, Baltimore, 
1982. (a) 

Baker, L. An evaluation of the role of metacognitlve deficits in 

learning disabilities. Topics In Learning and learning Disabil - 
ities , 1982, 2. 27-35. (b) 



ERIC 



144 



Baker, L., & Anderson, R, !• Effects of inconsistent information 
on text processing: Evidence for comprehension^onitoring. 
Reading Research Quarterly , 1982, 17(2), 281-294. 

Baker, L., Anderson, R. I., Standiford, S. N., & Radin, D. I. Com- 
prehension monitoring; Sensitivity to text contusions . Paper 
presented at the American Educational Research Association 
meeting, San Francisco, April, 1979. 

Baker, L., & Brown, A. L. Metacognitive skills in reading. In D. 
Pearson (Ed.), Handbook of reading research . New York: 
Longmans, 1981. 

Baiter, L., & Brown, A. Cognitive monitoring in reading. To appear 
in J. Flood (Ed.), Understanding reading comprehension . 
Newark, Del: International Reading Association, in press. 

Beebe, M. J. The effect of different type of substitution miscues 
on reading. Reading Research Quarterly, 1980, 15^, 324-336. 

Belmont, J. M., & Butterfield, E. C. The instructional approach 
to developmental cognitive research. In K. V. Kail, Jr., & 
J. Hagen (Eds.), Perspectives on the development of memory and 
cognition . Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 1977. 

Belmont, J., & Butterfield, E. To secure transfer, train super- 
ordinates. Paper presented at Annual Meeting of American 
Educational Research Association, Boston, 1980. 



156 



145 



Boning, R. A. Specific skill series; Program for Individualized 
Instruction , New York: Ba lell-Loft, 1976, 

Borkowskl, J. C. Signs of Intelligence: Strategy generalization 
and metacognltlon. In S. Yussen (Ed.'^ , Growth of reflection . 
Academic Press, In press. 

Borkowskl, J. G., & Cavanaugh, J. C. Maintenance and generalization 
of skills and strateg-les by the retarded. In N. Ellis (Ed.), 
Handbook of mental deficiency, psychological theory, and re- 
search . NJ: Lawrence Lribaum Associates, 1979. 

Bransford, J. D., Barclay, J. R., & Franks, J. J. Sentence memory: 
A constructive versus interpretive approach. Cognitive Psy- 
chology , 1972, 2» 193-209. 

Bransford, J. D., & Franks, J. J. The abstraction of linguistic 
ideas. Cognitive Psychology , 1971, 1^ 331-350. 

Bransford, J. D., Stein, B. S., Shelton, T. S., & Owlngs, R. A. 

Cognition and adaptation: The importance of learning to learn. 
In J. Harvey (Ed.), Cognition, social behavior, and the envi- 
ronment . Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1980. 

Brown, A. L. The development of memor> : Knowing, knowing about know- 
ing, and knowing how to know. In H. W. Reese (Ed.), Advances 
in child development and behavior (Vol. 10), NY: Academic 
Press, 1975. 



15 V 



146 



Bro^^, A. L, Knowing when, where, and how to remember: A problem 

of metacognition. In R. Glaser (Ed.), Advances In Instructional 
psychology . Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1978. 

Brown, A. Metacognitive development and reading. In R. J. Spiro, 
E. Bruce, and W. F. Brewer (Eds.), Theoretical issues in read- 
ing comprehension; Perspectives from cognitive psychology, 
linguistics, artificial intelligence, and education. Hillsdale, 
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1980. 

Brown, A. L., Campione, J. C, & Barclay, C. R. Training self 

checking routines for estimating test readiness: Generaliza- 
tion from list learning to prose recall. Child Development , 
1979, 50, 501-512. 

Brown, A. L., Campione, J. C, & Day, J. D. Learning to learn: On 
training students to learn from texts. Educational Researcher , 
1981, 10, 14-22. 

Brown, A. L., & DeLoache, J. S. Skills, plans, and self-regulation. 

In R. Siegler (Ed.), Children's thinking: What develops? 

FMlsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1978. 
Brown, A. L., & Lawton, S. C. The feeling of knowing ejcpericnce 

in educable retarded children. Developmental Psychology, 1977, 

13, 364-370. 

Brown, A. L,, & Smiley, S. S. Rating the Importance of structur.,1 

units in prose passages: A problem of metacognitive development. 
Child Development , 1977, 48, 1-8. 



147 



Brown, A., & Smiley, S. S. The developiLent of strategies for 
studying texts. Child Development , 1978, 49, 1076-1088. 

Brown, A. L., Smiley, S. S., & Lawton, S. C. The effects of ex- 
perience on the palection of suitable retrieval cues for 
studying texts. Child Development, 1978, 49, 829-835. 

Campione, J. C, & Brown, A. L. Memory and metamemory development 
in educable retarded children. In R. V. Kail and J. W. Hagen 
(Ed s . ) , Perspectives on the development of memory and c ogni- 
tion , Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1977. 

Campione, J. C, Bro\?n, A. L. Toward a theory of intelligence: 

Contributions from research with retarded children. Intelli- 
gence, 1979, 2, 279-304. 
Canney, G. , & Winograd, P. Schemata for reading and reading compre- 
hension performance . (Technical Report // 120). Champaign, IL: 
University of Illinois, Center for the Study of Reading, April 
1Q79. 

Cosgrove, J. M., & Patterson, C. J. Plans and the development of 

listener skills. Developmental Psychology , 1977, 13, 557-564. 

Cosgrove, J., & Patterson, C. Generalization of training children' 
listener skills. Child Development , 1978, 49, 513-516. 



159 



148 



Banner, F. W. Children's understanding of intersentence organization 
ir the recall of short descriptive passages. Journal of Educa- 
tional Psychology, 1976, 68, 174-183. 

Day, J. D. Training summarization skills; A comparison of teaching^ 
methods. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of 
Illinois, 1980. 

DeLoache, J. S., & Brown, A. L, Looking for big bird: Studies of 

memory in very young children. Quarterly Newsletter of the 

Laboratory of Comparative Human Cognition , 1979, ^, 53-57* 
DiVesta, F. J., Hayward, K. , & Orlando, V. P. Developmental trends 

in monitoring text for comprehension « Child Development , 

1979, 50, 97-105- 
Donahue, M. , Pearl, R., & Bryan, T. Learning disabled children's 

conversational competence: Response to inadequate messages . 

Submitted for publication, 1980. 
Downing, J, Children's developing concepts of spoken and written 

language. Journal of Reading Behavior , 1971-72, 4^(1) , 1-19. 
Downing, J., & Oliver, P. The child's conception of a 'word.' 

Reading Research Quarterly , 1973-74, 9^(4), 568-582. 
Dunn, 0. J. Multiple comparisons among means. Journal of the 

American Statistical Association, 1961, 56, 52-64 . 



ERIC 



149 



Flavell, J. H. Metacognltlve developroent , Paper presented at the 
NATO Advanced Study Institute on Structural/Process Theories 
of Complex Human Behavior, Banff, Alberta, Canada, 1977- 

Flavell, J. H. Metacognition , Paper presented at the American 
Psychological Association meeting, Toronto, 1978. 

Flavell, J. H. Cognitive monitoring. In W. P. Dickson (Ed.), 

Children's oral communication skills , NY: Academic Press, 1981. 

Flavell, J. H., Speer, J. R. , Greei.^ F. L., & August, D. L. The 
development of comprehension monitoring and knowledge about 
communication . Unpublished manuscript, Stanford University, 
1980. 

Flavell, J. H., & Wellman, H. M. Metamemory. In R. V. Kail, Jr., 
and J. W. Hag en (Eds.), Perspectives on the development of 
memory and cognition . Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associ- 
ates, 1977. 

Forrest-Pressley, D. L. Monitorinjg and knowledge of stories. Paper 
presented at the American Educational Research Association 
meeting. New York, 1982. 

Forrest, D. L., & Waller, T. Cognitive metacognitive aspects of 
reading . Biennial meeting of the Society for Research in 
Child Development, San Francisco, 1979. 

Forrest, D. L., & Waller, T. G. What do children know about their 

reading and study skills . Paper presented at the annual meeting 
of the American Educational Research Association, April, 1980. 



ERIC 



161 



150 



Forrest-Pressley, D. L. Children's flexible use of strategies dur- 
ing read ng. To appear in M. Pressley and J. Levin (Eds,)> 
Cog^nitive strategy training^ and research * New York: Springer- 
Verlag, in press. 

Gagne, R. , & Briggs, Principles of instructional design . NY: 
Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1974. 

Garner, R. Monitoring of understanding: An investigation of good 
and poor reader's awareness of induced miscomprehension of 
text. Journal of Reading Behavior^ 1980, 12, 55-6A, 

Gamer, R. Monitoring of passage inconsistency aracng poor compre- 
henders: A preliminary test of the "piecemeal processing" 
explanation. Journal of Educational Research , 1981, 7^, 159- 
162, 

Garner, R., & Alexander, P. Use of passage cues in answering ques- 
tions: Investigation of the effects of an explicit external 
criterion on adult's studying behavior. Journal of Reading 
Behavior ^ 1981, 13(4), 335-3A6, 

Garner, R., & Anderson, J. Monitoring-of -understanding research: 
Inquiry directions, methodological dilemmas. Journal of 
Experimental Education , 1982, 50» 70-76. 

Garner, R,, & Kraus, C. Monitoring of understanding among seventh 
graders; An investigation of good comprehendcr-poor comprehenci- 
er differences in knowing and regulating reading behaviors . 
Unpublished m©.. uscript , 1980, 



162 



151 



Garner, R,, & Reis, R. Monitoring and resolving comprehension 
obstacles: An investigation of spontaneous text lookbacks 
among upper-grade good and poor comprehenders, Reading Research 
Quarterly , 1981, A, 569--581. 

Garner, R., & Taylor, N. Monitoring of understanding: An investiga- 
tion of the effects of attentional assistance at different 
grade and reading proficiency levels. Reading Psychology , 1982, 
3, 1-6. 

Garner, R., Wagoner, S., & Smith, !• Externalizing question-answer- 
ing strategies of good and poor comprehenaers . Manuscript 
submitted for review, 1982. 

Glenberg, A. M., Wilkinson, A. C, & Epstein, W. The illusion of 
knowing: Failing to ietect contradictions in expository text. 
Unpublished manuscript, 1980. 

Golinkoff , R, A comparison o' reading comprehension processes in 

good and poor comprehend ers. Reading Research Quarterly , 1975- 
76, 11, 623-659. 

Grice, H. P. Logic and conversaLion. In P. Cole and J. L. Morgan 
(Eds.), Syntax and semantics (Vol. 7): Speech acts . New York: 
Academic Press, 1975. 

Harris, P. L., Kruithof, A., Te^wogt, M., & Visser, T. Children's 
detection and awareness of textual anomaly. Journal of Experi- 
mental Child Psychology , 1981, 31, 212-230. 



ERIC les 



152 



Hiebert, E. Developmental patterns and interrelationships of pre- 
school children's print awareness, Reading Research Quarterly , 
1981, 16(2), 236-260. 

Huba, M. E., & Kontos, S. Assessing prereaders' concept of written 
language . Paper presented at the Annual faceting of the 
American Educational Research AssocLition, New York, 1982. 

Isakson, R. L., & Miller, J. W. Sensitivity to syntactic and 
semantic cues in good and poor comprehenders. Journal of 
Educational Psychology , 1976, 68, 787-792. 

Karlsen, B., Madden, R., & Gardner, E. Stanford diagnostic reading 
test: Brown level . New York: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, Inc., 
1977. 

KotsoniSv M. E., & Patterson, C. J. Comprehension-monitoring skills 
in learning disabled children. Developmental Psychology, 1980, 
16, 541-542. 

Kaufman, N. J. The comprehension nionitoring abilities of learning 

disabled children compared to non-learning disabled children . 

Unpublished dissertation. University of Wisconsin, 1981. 
Kavale, K. , & Schriener, R. The reading processes of above average 

and average readers: A comparison of the use of reasoning 

strategies in responding to standardized comprehension measures. 

Reading Research Quarterly , 1979, 15^, 102-128. 
Levin, J. R. Inducing comprehension in poor readers: A test of a 

recent model. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1973, ^5 , 

19-24. 



ERIC 



164 



153 



MaglnnlSy G. H. The reada>^ility graph and informal readiap inven- 
tory. Reading Teacher > 1969, 22., 518-319. 

Markman, F M. Realizing that you don't understand: A preliminary 
investigation. Child Development , 1977, 48, 896-99^, 

Markman, E. M. Realizing that you don't understand: Elementary 

school children's awareness of inconsistencies. Child Develop- 
ment , 1979, 50, 643-655. 

Markman, E. Comprehension monitoring. In W, P. Dickson (Ed.), 

Children's oral communication skills . NY: Academic Press, 1^81. 

Markman, E., ^ Gorin. L. Children's aMlity to adjust their stan- 
dards for evaluating comprehension. Journal of Educational 
P sychology . 1981, 73^(3), 320-325. 

Meichenbauiu, D. Self-instructional methods. In F. Kaufer a.id A. 
Goldstein (Eds.), Helping people change. NY: Pergamon, 1975. 

Meichenbaum, D., & Asamow, J. Cognitive-behavini modification 

and metacognit Ive development: Implications for the classroom. 
In P. Kendal and S. Hollon (F.ds.), Cognitive behavioral inter- 
ventions: Theory research and procedures . NY: Academic Press, 
1979. 

Meichenfaum, D., & Goodman, J. Training Impulsive children to talk 
to themselves: A means of developing sel con'jiro] . Journal of 
Abnormal Psychology , 1971, 77.* 115-126. 



154 



Meyers, M, , & Paris, S. Children's metacognitive knowledge about 

reading. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1978, 70^, 680-690. 
Miller, J. W., & Isakson, R. L. Contextual sensitivity in beginning 

readers. The Elementary School Journal , 1978, 78.> 325-331. 
Nisbett, R. E., & Wilson, T. D, Telling more than \.e can know: 

Verbal reports on mental processes. Psychological Review , 

1977, 84, 231-259. 
Olson, D. R. From utterance to text: The bias of language in 

speech and writing. Harvard Education Review , 1977, 41* 257- 

Z73. 

Osherson. D,, & Markman, E. Language and the ability to es^aluate 
cou .radictions and tantologies. Cognition , 1975, 3^, 213-226. 

Otto, Barrett, T. C, & Koenke, K. Assessment of children's 
statements of the main idea in reaaing. Proceedings of the 
International Reading Association, 1969, 13, 692-697. 

Owings, R. A., Peterson, G. A., Bransford, J. D., Morris, C. D., & 

Stein, B. S. Spontf.neous monitoring and regulation of learning: 
A comparison of s\iccessful and less successful fifth graders. 
Journal of Educat-^.onal Psychology , 1980, 72. (^), 250-256. 

Pace, A. J. The influence of world knowledge and metacom^rehension 
ability on children's comprehension of short navrative passages . 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of Delaware, 
1978. 



166 



155 



Pace, A, J. The ability of young children to correct comprehension 
errors; An aspect of comprehensi on moritorlng ^ Paper presented 
at the American Educational Research Association, Boston, 1980. 

Pace, A, J, Comprehension monitoring by elementary students: When 
does it occur? Paper presented at thn Anr "al meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, Los Angeles, 1981, 

Paris, S, G. Metacognitive development; Children's regulation of 
problem solving skills * Paper presented at the Midwestern 
Psychological Association, Chicago, 1978, 

Paris, S, G,, & Carter, A, Y. Semantic and constructive aspects 

of sentence memory in ( hildren* Developmental Psychology ^ 1973, 
_9, 109-113 • 

Paris, S, G,, & Lindauer, B» The development of r,ognitive skills 

during childhood. In B, Wolman (Ed,}, Handbook of developmental 
psychology , Englewood Cliffs, NJ; Prentice Hall, in press. 

Paris, S. G., & Meyers, M, Comprehension monitoring, memory and 

study strategies of good and poor readers. J ournal of Reading 
B ehavior , 1981, 13, 7-22, 

Patterson, C. J., & Kister, M, C, The development of listenei skills 
for referential communcation. In W. P. Dickson (Ed.), 
Children's oral communication skill s. NY: Academic Press, 1981. 

Patterson, C, J,, Massad, CM,, & Coegrove, J. M. Children's re- 
ferential communciation: Components of plans for effective 
listening. Developmental Psychology, 1978, lA, 401-406, 

ERIC 167 



156 



Patterson, C. J., O'Brien, C, Kister, M. C, Carter, D. B., & 

Kctsonis, M. E. Development of comprehension monitoring as a 
function of context. Developmental Psychology, 1981, 17(4) > 
379-389. 

Pressley, M. , Heisel, B. E., McCormick, C. B., & Nakamura, G. V. 
In C. Brainerd and M, Pressley (Eds.)j Progress lii cognitive 
development research^ Vol 2, Verbal processes in children * 
NY: Springer-Verlag, 1982. 

Roget's University Thesaurus, C. 0. Mawson (Ed.), New York, NY: 
Harper & Row Publishers, 1963. 

Rothkopf, E. Z., & Billington, M. J. Goal-guided learning from 

text: Inferring a descriptive processing model from inspection 
times and eye movements. Journal of Educational Psychology , 
1976, 68, 787-792. 

Ruddell, R. Psycho linguistic implications for a systems of communica- 
tion model. In H. Singer and R. Ruddell (Eds.), Theoretical 
models and processes in reading. (2nd edition) Newark, Del,: 
International Reading Association, 1976. 

Ryan, E. B. Identifying and remediating failures in reading compre- 
hension: Toward an instructional approach for poor comprehend- 
ers. In T. G. Waller and G. MacKinnon (Eds.), Advances i n 
reading research. Vol. 3. VY: Academic Press, 1981. 



o 168 
ERIC 



157 



Ryan, E. B., Ledger, G. W., Short, E. J., & Weed, K. A. Promoting 
the use of active comprehension strategies by poor readers. 
Topics in Learning and Learning Disabilities, 1982, 3, 53-60- 

Schleser, R. , Meyers, A, W., & Cohen, R. Generalization of self- 
instructions: Effects of general versus specific content, 
active rehearsal and cognitive level. Child Development , 
1981, 52, 335-340. 

Short, E. J. A self "instructional approach to remediating the use 
of schematic knowledge, causal attributions and task persis- 
tence of less skilled readers* Unpublished doctoral disserta- 
tion. University of Notre Dame, 1981, 

Short, E. J,, & Ryan, E. B. Metacognitive differences between 

skilled and less skilled readers; Remediating deficits through 
story grammar and attribution training * Manuscript in prepara- 
tion, 1982. 

Singei.', H. Active ccjiprehension troiii aaswe^-ing to asking questions. 
Reading Teacher , 1978, 31^ 901-908. 

Singer, H. , & Donlan, D. Active comprehension: Problem-solving 

schema with question gexteration for comprehensior of complex 
short stories. Reading Research Quarterly , 1982, 166-186. 

Smith, F. The role of prediction in reading. In S. S. Smiley and 
J, C. Touner (Eds.), Language and reading . Bellingham, 
Washington: Western Washington University ^ress, 1975. 



189 



158 



Smith, F. Making sense of reading - and of reading instruction. 
Harvard Educational Review , 1977, 47(3), 389-395. 

Stein, N. L., & Glenn, C. G. An analysis of story comprehension 
in elementary school children. In R. 0. Freedle (Ed,), 
Discourse processing; Multidisclplinary perspectives , 
Norwood, NJ: Ablex, 1979. 

Sternberg, R. J. Nothiug fails like success: The search for an 
Intelligent paradigm for studying Intelligence. Journal of 
Educational Psychology . i981, 73(2), 142-155 • 

Torgesen, J. K. Memorization processes in reading disabled children* 
Journal of Educational Psychology , 1977, J69, 571-578. (a^ 

Torgesen, J. K. The role of nonspecific factors in the task per- 
formance of les ling disabled children; A theori^tical assess- 
ment. Journal of Learning Disabilities , 1977, 1£, 27-34. (b) 

Torgesen, J, K. Factors related to poor performance on memory 
tasks in reading disabled children. Learning Disabilities 
Quarterly , 1979, 3, 17-23. 

Weber, R. M. A linguistic analysis of first-grade reading errors . 
Reading Research Quarterly, 1970, 5^, 427-451. 

Wimmer, H. Processing of script deviations by young children. 
Discourse Processes , 1979, 2^, 301-310. 

Winogratf, P., & Johnson, P. Comprehension monitoring and the error 
detection paradigm. (Technical Report // 153) . Champaign, 
XL: University of Illinois, Cent. : for the Study of Reading, 
Jan., 1980. 

170 



159 



Wong, B. Y. L, Activating the inactive learner: Use of questions/ 
prompts to enhance comprehension and retention of Implied in- 
formation in learning disabled children. Learning Diabilities 
Quarterly . 1980, 2» 29-37. 

Wong, B. Y. L. Understanding the learning disabled student's read- 
ing problems: Contributions from cognitive psychology. Topics 
in Learning and Learning Disabilities , 1982, J^, 13-2A. 

Yussen, S. R., Mathews, S., & Hiebert, E. Metacognitive aspects ot 
reading. In W. Otto and S. White (Eds.), Reading expository 
text. NY: Academic Press, 1982. 



171 



Appendix . 

Error Stories, Filler Stories, and 
Example Stories Used in Final 
Experiment 
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TrAINHMG ExAilPLE 
ERROR STORY 

SUZIE 

I HAVE A FRIEND NAMED SUZIE. ShE LIVES NEXT DOOR TO 
ME. SUZIE IS A VERY TINY BABY. ShE DRINKS A LOT OF MILK 
FROM A BOTTLE. ShE TRIES TO PLAY WITH EVERYTHING. ONE 
OF HER FAVORITE TOYS IS A SOFT BEAR. ShE HUGS THE BEAR 
A LOT. SUZIE DOES MANY OTHER THINGS. BECAUSE SUZIE IS 
A BIG GIRL> SHE GETS TO DO MORE. 
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ERROR STORY 
NEGATION-MIDDLE 

CAMP 

Camp Star Lake is a summer camp for children. 

PEOPLE WHO WORK THERE ARE CALLED COUNSELORS. MaNY 
OF THE COUNSELORS AT StAR LAKE ARE TEENAGERS. 

Camp Star Lake only hires counselors who have 

LEARNED TO SWIM. ThERE ARE MANY COUNSELORS HIRED 
EACH SUMMER. It IS A GOOD JOB FOR A TEENAGER. 

Most counselors at Star Lake do not know how to 
swim. a counselor must like to work with children. 
The counselor's job is to help plan things to do. 
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error story 
Negation-Middle 

OYSTLRS 

Oysters are tiny sea animals that belong to 
a group called mollusks. like all mollusks^ oysters 

HAVE SOFT BODIES. ThE OYSTER LIVES INSIDE OF A 

SHELL. Lots of animals like to eat oysters. The 
hard shell prevents animals from eating the oyster. 
Uyster shells look like rocks. The shell has a 

HINGE so it can OPEN AND CLOSE. BUT THE SHELL 
DOES NOT STOP ANIMALS FROM EATING THE OYSTER. ThE 
OYSTER OPENS THE SHELL TO FIND FOOD. TiNY PLANTS 
FLOAT INTO THE OPENED SHELL. ThE OYSTER FEELS 
THEM AND CLOSES THE SHELL. 
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error story 
Negation-Middle 



STUNT PEOPLE 

Stunt people are often used in the movies. 
And they do some very exciting things. Stunt 

PEOPLE TAKE RISKS FOR THE MOVIE STARS. HaVE YOU 
EVER SEEN A CAR CHASE IN A MOVIE? A STUNT 
PERSON USUALLY DRIVES THE CAR INSTEAD OF THE 
MOVIE STAR. But stunt PEOPLh SVER TAKE CHANCES 

for another person. both men and women do stunts. 
They get paid a lot of money. They can get many 
different kinds of stunt jobs. 
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error story 
Negation-End 



FISH 



Fish come in all sizes and shapes. There 

ARE MANY DIFFERENT TYPES OF FISH. SOME FISH 

live way down at the bottom of the ocean. to 
get to the bottom fish must swim down very deep. 
There is no light at the bottom of the ocean. 
The fish find many places to hide. There are 

MANY caves to HIDE IN. ThE FISH ALSO FIND A 
LOT TO EAT DOWN AT THE BOTTOM. ThE FISH AT 
THE BOTTOM KNO^' JUST WHAT TO EAT. ThE RAYS FROM 
THE SUN HELP THE FISH TO FIND FOOD AT THE OCEAN 
BOTTOM. 
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error story 
Negation-End 



HUMniNGBlKD 

A HUMMINGBIRD IS AN INTERESTING BIRD. WhEN 
FUL^Y GROWN IT IS ONLY TWO INCHES LONb . ThIS 
LITTLE BIRD IS NOT AFRAID OF ANYTHING. ThE WINGS 
ON THE BIRD BEAT VERY FAST. ThE WINGS BEAT SO 
FAST THEY MAKE A HUMMING SOUND. ThIS IS HOW THE 
HUMMINGBIRD GOT ITS NAME. ThIS BIRD CAN HANG IN 

MIDAIR. It can also fly backwards and sideways. 
One p .;son the hummingbird moves so fast is that 
it gets easily scared. 



ERIC 



9^ ^fd 



167 

error story 
Negation-End 



A KANGAROO RAT IS A SMALL ANIMAL. It 
LIVES IN THE DESERT. ThE RAT MOVES BY HUPPING 
.IKE A KANGAROO. ThE RAT CAN TAKE A BIG JUMP 
AMD TURN AROUND IN THF AIR. OTHER ANIMALS 
ARE NOT ABLE TC GRAB THE KANGAROO RAT. KANGAROO 
RATS ARE OFTEN SEEN IN LARGE GROUPS. ThE RATS 
LIVE TOGETHER IN PACKS. ThEY ALSO TRAVEL IN 

PACKS. Tor ^ooDj they eat small insects. 
Kangaroo rats are caught easily by desert animals. 
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error story 
Antonym-Middle 



HOUSES 



Houses can be built of many things. The 
way a house looks has a lot to do with what is 
put on the outside. two things used for the 
outside of hou'ies are wood and aluminum. alum- 
inum is a cheap metal. a lot of planning is 
needed before a house is built. people must 

PICK THE MATERIALS TO BE USED. JT WOULD BE 
EXPENSIVE TO BUY A.J.JMINUM FOR THE SIDEo. WhEN 

the plans are made the builders can begin. 
They follow the plans carefully. 
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errok story 
Antonym-Hiddle 

IRbLAND 

Ireland is a county in Europe. It is on 

A SMALL ISLAND. ThE COUNTRY'S COLOR IS GREEN. 
IrELA.ND is KNOW.M for ITS RAINY CLIMATE. MaNY 

PEOPLE GO TO Ireland each yea^r. The land is 

HILLY AND IT IS VERY BEAUTIFUL. PEOPLE WHO 
VISIT LIKE THE DRY WEATHER. IRELAND ALSO HAS 
A LOT OF CASTLES. SOME OF THE CASTLES ARE VERY 

OLD. People like to visit Ireland for these 

REASONS. 
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ERROR STORY 
ANTONYM-i^lDBLE 

JOURNAL 



i^Y FRIEND Bill and I are keeping a journal 

ABOUT hamsters. ThE JOURNAL WILL BE OUR SCIENCE 
FAIR PROJECT FOR NEXT YEAR. BiLL AND I OWN TWO 
HAMSTERS. HAMSTERS ARE INTERESTING. ThEY SLEFP 
DURING THE DAY AND PLAY AT NIGHT. We WATCH OUR 
HAMSTERS. ThEN WE WRITE DOWN EVERYTHING WE SEE. 

During the day we get to watch them play. This 

PROJECT IS A LOT OF FUN. We WILL BRING OUR 
HAMSTERS WHEfl WE GO TO THE FAIR NEXT YEAR. 
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error story 
Antonym-End 

DlAMDS 

Diamonds are precious gems. A diamond is 

DUG OUT OF THP GROUND. It IS ONE OF THE HARDEST 
STONES IN THE WORLD. DIAMONDS ARE OFTEN USED IN 

JEWELRY. They are put into rings and bf^acelets. 
Diamond jewelry is very expensive. But many 

PEOPLE will buy IT ANYWAY. ThEY LIKE THE WAY THAT 
DIAMONDS SPARKLE IN THE LIGHT. PEOPLE WHO MAKE 
DIAMOND JEWELRY ARE CALLED JFWELERS. JEWELERS 
THINK THAT THE SOFT STONE IS EASY TO WORK WITH. 
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error story 
Antonym-End 

ICEBERG 

ICEBERG3 ARE "BORN" IN THE COLDEST PARTS 
OF THE WORLD. In THESE PARTS OF THE WORLD THE 
GROUND IS COVERED WITH ICE. ThE ICE SLIDES 
OVER THE GROUND TO THE OCEAN. ThEN THE WAVES 
BRKAK OFF LARGE PIECES OF THE ICE. ThE ICEBERG 
FLOATS IN THE WATER. BoATS KEEP FAR AWAY FROM 
THE FLOATING ICE. AlL ICEBERGS APE NOT THE SAME 
SIZE. bOME ARE AS LARGE AS MOUNTAINS, ICEBERGS 
ARE OFTEN CALLED FLOATING GIANTS. OnLY A SMALL 
PART OF AN ICEBERG IS SEEN ABOVE WATER. BOATS 
MOVE NEAR AN ICEBERG WHEN PASSING IT. 
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error story 
Antonym-End 

WOKMS 

Sometimes children raise earthworms. Then 

THEY SELL THE WORMS TO MAKE MONEY. HaNY PEOPLE 
WILL BUY WORMS. AnD IT IS NOT HARD TO RAISE 

THEM. Earthworms will eat most kinds of food. 
Just dig up soke worms and put them in a box. 
Then put some hay in the box. Put some dirt 
in the box too. put rocks under the corners of 
the box to keep it off the floor. do not forget 

TO FEED THE WORMS. ThERE ARE ONLY A FEW FOODS 
THAT THE EmRTHWORM WT L EAT. 
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Training Example 
filler story 

Snow Vacation 

Some people go to places where it sncws for a vaca- 
tion. A snow vacation can be a lot of fun. There are 
many things to do. people can go skiing or snow shoeing. 
It is also fun to slide down the hills. People use sleds 
or inner tubes for sliding. The mountains are the best 

PLACE TO GO. Up high IT SNOWS A LOT. AnD THE MORE SNOW 
THE BETTER FOR THIS VACATION. 
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FILLER STORY 



BODY 



Do YOU KNOW WHY YOU CAN GKIPy HOPy AND TWIST? 
You CAN DO THESE AND OTHER MOVEMENTS BECAUSE OF 
THE WAY YOUR BODY IS MADE. ThE MUSCLES AND BONES 
IN YOUR BODY HELP YOU MOVE AROUND. ThERE ARE 
MANY MUSCLES IN YOUR BODY. YoUR MUSCLES BEND 

EASILY. They help you to bend forward^ backward^ 
aijd sideways. you have lots of strong muscles. 
The muscles are fastened to your bones. The 
muscles fastened to your backbone help to hold 
YOU UP. There are many things to learn about 

YOUR BODY. 
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FILLER STORY 



BRIDGE 

Kate Shelly is the name of a railroad 
BRIDGE. It was built in honor of a little 
GIRL. One night Kate heard a train whistle. 
It was raining very hard. She saw that the 

RAILROAD BRIDGE WAS WASHED AWAY. IhE BRIDGE 
HAD FALLEN INTO THE RIVER. ShE RAN OUT TO 
THE TRACK IN FRONT OF THE BRIDGE AND WAVED 

A LIGHT. This stohped the train before it 
•;ent over the bridge into the river. Later 

A NEW BRIDGE WAS BUILT. ThE BRIDGE WAS 
NAMED FOR KaTE. 
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FILLER STORY 



BUTTONS 

People often save or collect things for 
A HOBBY. Button collecting is one kind of hobby. 
Some people just save old buttons. Others like 
to save new ones. buttons can be made out of 

MANY DIFFERENT MATERIALS. AnD EuTTONc CAN BE 
MANY COLORS. SOME BUTTONS ARE VERY LARGE AND 
OTHERS ARE VERY SMALL. SOME EVEN HAVE PICTURES 

ON THEM. There are many different kinds of 
BUTTONS. That is what makes button collecting 

so MUCH FUN. 
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FILLER STORY 



COCOA BEAN 

Did you know that chocolate is made from 
A BEAN? The bean is called a cocoa bean',' The 

COCOA BEAN IS GROWN IN AFRICA. FhE BEAN GROWS 
ON A SMALL TREE. CoCOA BEANS ARE PICKED BY 
HAND. The BEANS ARE PLACED IN THE SUN TO DRY 

OUT. When the beans are dry they are ground 

INTO COCOA POWDER. ThIS POWDER CAN BE USED IN 
MANY WAYS. It CAN BE MIXED IN MILK TO MAKE 
CHOCOLATE MILK. 
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FILLER STORY 



ERIC 



COINS 

The coins we use today look different from 

THOSE USED IN THE PAST. It IS INTERESTING TO 
SEE HOW OUR COINS HAVE CHANGED. ThE PICTURES 
ON THE COINS HAVE CHANGED. So HAVE THE WRITINGS 
ON THE COINS. SOME OLD COINS ARE WORTH A L^T OF 

MONEY. For example^ some old pennies have Indian 
Heads on them. Now those pennies are worth more 

THAN one CENT. YoU SHOULD LOOK CLOSELY AT YOUR 

COINS. Who knows^ your old coins may be worth 

MORE THAN YOU THOUGHT. 
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FILLER STORY 



FEATHERS 



Indian men wear headbands made of feathers. 
The feathers tell things about the men. The 
colors of the feathers and the way they are worn 

ARE IMPORTANT. EaCH COLOR MEANS SOMETHING. ThE 

feathers can be worn straight up or hanging down. 
These things tell what an Indian did in battle. 
Feathers are like medals. The man has to earn 
the right to wear them. a brave man can wear 

HIS FEATHERS STRAIGHT UP. WhEN AN INDIAN GETS 
HURT IN BATTLE HE GETS TO WEAR A RED FEATHJR. 
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FILLER STORY 



FLYING BELT 

How WOULD YOU LIKE TO ZIP THROUGH THE AIR 
LIKE A BIRD? ThE U, S. ArMY IS TESTING A BELT 
THAT WILL LET PEOPLE FLY. YoU CANNOT BUY THE 
BELT YET. ThE FLYING BELT IS REALLY A ROCKET 

BELT. It fits on your back, a small tank holds 
GAS. The gas turns to steam when a button is 
PRESSED. Then the steam pushes on the ground. 
This push of steam will send you up into the air. 
The flying belt will take you up about as high 

AS A tall tree. To land SAFELYy YOU MUST 
SLOWLY CUT OFF THE FLOW OF STEAM. 
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FILLER STORY 



OCTOPUS 



An octopus is a strange looking ocean 
ANIMAL. The body of an octopus is mainly a huge 
HEAD. There are two big eyes on its head. Eight 

ARMS COME OUT OF THE HEAD. ThESE ARMS HELP THE 
OCTOPUS TO SWIM. It CAN SWIM VERY FAST. ThE 

octopus has a special way to hide from its enemies. 
It changes the color of its body. The color change 
helps the octopus to blend into the rocks or sand. 
This makes it hard for divers and other fish to 
find the octopus. 
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FILLER STORY 



NEWS 

The people who tell us the news are news 

BROADCASTERS. ThEIR JOB IS TO T'dL US WHAT IS 
GOING ON IN THE WORLD. HoW DOES A BROADCASTER 

KNOW SO MU'^H? They go out and talk to people. 
There are many broadcasters. They all send 
in the news they learn to radio and tv stations. 
All of the news goes in a machine called a wire. 
This machine prints out the news on paper. Then 

THE broadcasters AT EACH STATION READ THE NEWS 
ON THE WIRE. ThEY CHOOSE THE NEWS TO TALK ABOUT 
FOR THAT DAY. 
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FILLER S-^ORY 



ROOTS 

Many plants have roots that grow into 

THP GROUND. ThE ROOTS SPREAD OUT AS THEY GROW. 

The roots can grow around stones in the ground. 
Plants get water hrom their roots. Koots act 

LIKE SPONGES. ThEY SOAK UP THE WATER IN THE 

GROUND. The roots grow down towards damp places 
TO get the water. Roots also help to protect 

THE PLANT. ThE ROOTS HOLD THE PLANT IN PLACE. 

The roots hold the plant in the ground when it 

IS WIND''. 
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FILLER STORY 



RUBBER 

Much of the rubber we use comes from the 

RUBBER TREE. ThESE TREES DO NOT GROW IN OUR 

COUNTRY. Rubber comes from the juice which 

FLOWS IN THE TREES. ThE JUICE LOOKS WHITE LIKE 

MILK. But it is very thick and sticky. The 
JUICE IS collected from the tree. The juice 
is taken by cutting a hole into the bark of 

THE TREE. ThEN A SMALL METAL PIPE IS PUT INTO 
THE HOLE. The juice flows out of the pipe INTO 
A PAIL PLACED UNDER THE PIPE. It COMES OUT 
VERY SLOWLY BECAUSE IT IS SO THICK. ThE JUICE 
FLOWS ONLY FOR AN HOUR AFTER THE TREE IS CUT. 
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FILLER STORY 



VENUS-FLYTRAP 

The plant called a Venus-flytrap catches 
INSECTS. This plant works just like a trap. 
Each leaf can fold in half. Around THt edge 

OF THE LEAF ARE LITTLE CLAWS. WhEN THE LEAF 
folds in half THE CLAWS LOCK TOGETHER. On EACH 
LEAF THERE ARE LITTLE HAIRS. WhEN THE HAIR 
MOVES THE PLANT WILL FOLD INTO THE TRAP. An 
INSECT LANDS ON AN OPENED LEAF. WhEN THE INSECT 
MOVEG THE HAIRS ON THE LEAF MOVE TOO. ThEN THE 
LEAF CLOSES AND TRAPS THE INSECT. 



ERIC 



1S8 



Appendix B 

Multiple Choice Opposite Test 
Used in Pilot Study 3 
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GRADE 
DATE 



EXAtlEJ-E 

They are big things. 

A) They are bright things^ 

E) They are small things 

C) They are pretty things. 



ERIC 



2oO 



NAME 



MULTIPLE CHOICE TEST OF OPPOSITES 

!. I HAVE LEARNED IT. 

A. 1 DO NOT EAT IT. 

B. I DO NOT KNOW IT. 

C. I DO NOT PICK IT. 



2. I DO NOT HAVE IT. 

A. I AM WANTING IT. 

B. I AM SMELLING IT. 

C. 1 AM USING IT. 



3. That is high up. 

A. I hat IS AT THE STORE. 

B. That is at the bottom 
c. That is at the top. 



A. It IS POPULAR 

A. It IS not well liked. 

B. It is NOT HOT. 

C. It is not VERY BIG. 
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NAME 



9. They take risks. 

They never get paid. 

b. they never take chances. 

c. They never take things. 



10. It is far away. 

A. It IS NEAR. 

B. It IS ABOVE. 

c. It is distant. 



11. There is no cooking for it. 

A. It needs to be clt. 

B. It needs a lot of water. 
c. It needs to be baked. 



12. There is no light. 

A. There are hiding places. 

B. There are rays from the sun. 
c. There are many fish. 
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5. It IS CROWDED. 

A. It is cold. 

B. It IS EMPTY. 

c. It is full. 



6. It prevents something. 

A. It does not stop something. 

B. It does not eat something. 
c. It does not play something. 

7. This is frozen, 
a, This is icy. 
B. This is short. 
c. iHis IS melted. 



8. It cannot see, 
a. It can look 
B. It can fly. 
c. It can talk. 
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NAME _ 

13. I EAT MOST FOODS. 

A. I EAT MANY FOODS. 

B. I EAT SWEET FOODS. 

C. I EAT A FEW FOODS. 



1^. It listens for noises, 

A. It cannot live. 

B. It cannot hear. 
c. It cannot eat. 



15. It is DIRTY. 

A. It IS clean. 

B. It is hard. 
c. It is messy. 



26. It grows slowly. 

A. It grows fully. 

B. It grows thinly. 
c. It grows quickly. 
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NAHE 

17. It is rajny. 

A. It is wft. 

B. It is dry. 
c. It is old. 



18. This is cheap. 

A. This is expensive. 

B. This is very good. 
c. This is low cost. 



19. i am not able to grab it. 

a. i can find it. 

b. i can feed it. 

c. i can catch it. 

20. This is hard. 

A. This is little. 

B. This is soft. 

c. This is strong. 
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NA!^E 

21. I AM NOT AFRAID 

A. I GET PAID. 

B. 1 GET SCARED. 

C. I GET NEAR. 



22. It is night. 

A. It is pink. 

B. It is dark. 
c. It is day. 



23. This is fuzzy. 

a. This is big. 

b. thjs is blurry. 

c. This IS clear. 



2^. IHIS IS HEATED. 

A. This IS not safe. 

B. This is not small 
c. This is not warm. 
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Appendix C 

Titles of Error Passages Used 
at the Pre, Immediate and Delay 
Test for Twelve Test Packets 
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DELAY 


NUMBER 


TEST 


TEST 


TEST 




Iceberg 


Worm 


Diamonds 


1 


Ireland 


Journal 


Houses 




Stunt People 


Oyster 


Camp 




Rat 


Hummingbird 


Fish 




Iceberg 


Diamonds 


Worm 


2 


Ireland 


Houses 


Journal 




Stunt People 


Camp 


Oyste/ 




Rat 


Fish 


Hummingbird 




Iceberg 


Worm 


Diamonds 


3 


Journal 


Ireland 


Houses 




Cctxnp 


Oyster 


Stunt People 




Fish 


Hummingbird 


Rat 




Iceberg 


Diamonds 


Work 


4 


Houses 


Journal 


Ireland 




Oyster 


Stunt People 


Camp 




Hummingbird 


Fish 


Rat 




Worms 


Iceberg 


Diamonds 


5 


Houses 


Journal 


Ireland 




Camp 


Stunt People 


Oyster 




Fish 


Rat 


Hummingbird 




Worms 


Iceberg 


Diamonds 


6 


Ireland 


Houses 


Jou'»'nal 




Camp 


Oyster 


Stunt People 




Rat 


Fish 


Hummingbird 
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IMMEDIATE 


DELAY 


NUMBER 


TEST 


TEST 


TEST 




Worms 


Diamonds 


Iceberg 


7 


Houses 


Ireland 


Journal 




Stunt People 


Camp 


Oyster 




Fish 


Hummingbird 


Rat 




Worms 


Diamonds 


Icebergs 


8 


Journal 


Houses 


Ireland 




Oyster 


Stunt People 


Camp 




Hummingbird 


Rat 


Fish 




Diamonds 


Worms 


Iceberg 


9 


Ireland 


Journal 


Houses 




Oyster 


Camp 


Stunt People 




Fish 


Rat 


Hummingbird 




Diamonds 


Worms 


Iceberg 


10 


Journal 


Houses 


Ireland 




Camp 


Stunt People 


Oyster 




Rat 


Hummingbird 


Fish 




Diamonds 


Iceberg 


Worms 


11 


Houses 


Ireland 


Journal 




Oyster 


Camp 


Stunt People 




Hummingbird 


Fish 


Rat 




Diamonds 


Iceberg 


Worms 


12 


Journal 


Ireland 


Houses 




Stunt People 


Oyster 


Camp 




Hummingbird 


Rat 


Fish 
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Appendix D 

Instructional Scripts 
for the Three Training 
Conditions 
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Instructional Script for the Control Didactic Condition 
Opening 

I need your help on some other stories today. Remeuber last 
week you judged some stories to see if you thought they were easy 
to understand. And if there were any problem parts you underlined 
them, but if there were no problem parts you did not underline 
anything. Well, this time I want you to judge some stories again. 
I will show you how to do this. We will practice with two stories 
then you will read and judge the other stories I ^ote. OK? Any 
questions? 

First Presentation 

Step 1 (Experimenter Reads) 

So here is the first practice story. I will tell you what to 

do. 

a) You should read the first two sentences and stop so I 
can tell you what to do. (Read 2 sentences; put hand over 
rest of story.) 

b) OK, you need to be finding problems. Like if there is 
something people might have trouble understanding. 
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c) Good work (Name). Now you should read the whole story 
from the beginning. (Read the story and look up). 

d) Did you find any problems? 

e) If example passage is "Suzie" say: There is a 
problem part because here it says "Because Suzie is a 
big girl she gets to do more." So, you should under- 
line the sentence that has the problem. The confusing 
part here is "Suzie is a big girl." 

Or 

If example passage is "Vacation" say: After reading 

this you could say there are no problems because the 

story is easy to understand and there are no confusing 

parts so you would not need to underline anything in 

this story. 
Step 2. (Child reads outloud.) 

OK, now I want you to read this same story. I'll tell 

you the instructions again. (Read instructions a-e to child.) 
Step 3. (Child whispers story.) 

You are doing a great job. Now practice again with 

this story. Only this time whisper the story to ' 
yourself. (Read instructions a-e.) 
Step 4. (Child reads story silently.) 

You are really doing great. Now you will practice with 
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this story once more. But this time read the story silently 
to you^-self • (Read instructions a-e,) 
Second Presentation 

Good, you are getting the idea of using the instruc- 
tiops. We will practice with another story now, I 
will tell you what to do, 

(Repeat Steps 1-4 with the second example passage.) 
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icuci.<al oelf-Lnscrucnion uondition 



Opening 



I need your help on some other stories today. Remember last 
week you judged some stories to see If you thought they were easy 
to understand* And If there were any problem parts you underlined 
them, but If there were no problem parts you did not underline 
anything. Well, this time I want you to judge some stories again. 
But first I will give you some special thinking instructions. Next 
we will practice with two stories. You will watch me, then we will 
practice together. Finally, you will practice all by yourself before 
you read and judge the other stories I wrote. OK? Any questions? 
First Presentation 
Step 1 (Experimenter Models) 

So here is the first practice story. I want you to watch 
as I give myself the special thinking instructions to use. 

a) I will read the first two sentences and then stop to 
think about what to do. (Read 2 sentences, put hand over 
rest of story.) 

b) I need to think of finding problems. Like if there 
is something people might have trouble understanding. 

c) Good work (Name). Now I will read the whole story 
from the beginning. (Read the story and look up-) 
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d) Did I find any problems? (Put hand over story while 
thinking,) 

e) If examplt passage is "Suzie'' say: There is a 
problem part because here it says "Because Susie is a 
big girl she gets to do more." So I will underline the 
sentence that has the problem. The confusing part here 
is "Suzie is a big girl". 

Or 

If example passage is "Vacation" say: After reading thit 
I would say there are no problems because the story is 
easy to understand and there are ao confusing parts so 
I would not need to underline anything in this story. 
Step 2 (Experimenter and child practice self-statements out loud) 
OK, now I want you to practice with me on thi« same story. 

We will say all of the instructions out loud together 
so you can learn to use them completely as thinking instruc- 
tions tc yourself. (Give self -statements a - e) 
Step 3 (Child whispers self-statements) 

You are doing a great job. Now practice all of these 
instructions again with this story. Only this time 
whisper them to yourself. 

(Give self-statements a - e) 
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Step 4 (Child covertly uses self-statements) 

You are really doing great, Now you will practice with 
this story once more, Lat this time say the instructions 
silently to yourself. Think of all the instructions to 
yourself but read the story out loud. You can show me 
you are using the instructions by using your hands to 
cover the story when you are thinking. (Give selt" 
statements a - c) . 

Second Presentation 

Good, you are getting the idea of using thinking 
instructions. We will practice with another story now. 
First lister and watch me as I read this story using 
thinking instructions. 

(Repeat Steps 1-4 with the second example passage.) 
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Instructional Script for the Specific Self -Tnstruct ion Condition 



I need your help on some other stories today. RemQuber last 
week you judged some stories to see if you thought they were easy to 
understand? And if there were any problem parts you underlined them , 
but if there were no problem parts ycu did not underline atiything. 
Well, this tine I want you to judge some stories again. But first 
I will give you some special thinking instructions. Next, we will 
practice with two stories. You will watch me, then we will practice 
together. Finally, you will practice all by yourself before you read 
and judge the other stories I wrote. OK? Any questions? 
First Presentation 
Step 1 (Experimenter models) 

So here is the first practice story. I want you to watch 

as I give myself the special thinking instructions 

to use. 

a) I will read the first two sentences and then stop 
no think about the kind of problem to look for. (Read 2 
sentences, put hand over rest of story.) 

b) I need to think about finding ideas that are the 
opposite of each other. Like if one sentence in the 
story says one thing and then later another sentence 
says something opposite. 



Opening 
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c) Good work (Name) , Now I will read the whole story 



from the beginning, (Read the whole story and look up). 



d) Did I find any ideas that were the opposite of 



each other? (Put hand over story while thinking) . 



e) 



If example passage is "Suzie" say: There is a 



problem part because here it says "Because Suzie is a big 
girl she gets to do more. This part is opposite to 
the part that says "Suzie is a very tiny baby". So I 
will underline the sentence that has the problem. The 
confusing part is "Suzie is a big girl". 
Or 

If example passage is"Vacation" say: After reading 
tnis I would say there are no problems because the 
story is easy to understand and there are no parts that 
mean the opposite of each other. So I would not need 
to underline anything in this story. 
Step 2 ( Experimenter and child practice self -statements out loud.) 
OK, now I want you to practice with me on this same 
story. We will say all of the instructions out loud 
together so you can learn to use them completely as 
thinking instructions to yourself. (Give self-statements 



a - c) . 
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Step 3 (Child whispers self -statements) 

You are doing a great job. Now practice all ot 
these Instructions again with the story. Only 
this time whisper them to yourself. 
(Give self-statements a - e) 

Step 4 (Child covertly uses self-statements) 
You are really doing great . Now you will 
practice with this story once more. But 
this time say the Instructons sllentxy to 
yourself. Think of all the Instructions to 
yourself but read the story out loud. You can 
show me you are using the Instructions by using 
your hands to cover the story when you are 
thinking. (Give self -statement a - e) 

Second Presentation 

Good, you are getting the Idea of using thinking 
Instructions. We will practice with another story 
now. First listen and watch me as I read this 
story using thinking Instructions. 

(Repeat Steps 1-4 with the second example passage) . 
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Appendix £ 
Posttest Interview 
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Child's Name 

Postexperlment Interview 
Before you go today I wanted to ask you a few questions. 

1. While you were judging the stories today, how much did you use 
those thinking Instructions we practiced last week? 

2. (Ask children even If //l Is no.) I was wondering If you could 
explain to me what you did when you used the "thinking Instruc- 
tions?" (Let child explain freely - if child said no to //l, 
say try to remember from last week.) 

Check here 
if mentioned 

a) Tell myself to read first 2 sentences and stop. 

^b) Then tell myself to find problems (opposltes) . 

^c) Give example to self (like if there is. ... ) 

d) Tell myself good work. 

e) Tell myself to read whole story. 

f) When finished ask myself if I found any problems (opposltes) 

(Tell all steps to all children after this question) 

3. How did you feel about using those instructions? 

4. Can you think of some times when you could use these kind of 
instructions? (or what types of things could you be doing 
when you use these instructions?) 
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Tell me how you felt about judging the stories. 

Did you feel uncomfortable or bad about telling me when 

there were problems with stories? 

Can you please explain to me what an opposite Is? 

Can you glva me in example of opposite ideas? 
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